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AGENDA
. Note: '
‘ ® Agenda itemms may be taken out of order. T
L Persons interested in addressing the Board must fill out a speaker request

form and present it to the Board’s Administrative Assistant on the date of =~
the meeting. <

® If written comments are submitted, please provide 20 two-sided coples
L Public testimony may be limited to five minutes per person. - :
. Any information included with this agenda is disseminated as a pubhc serwce

only, and is intended to reduce the volume and costs of separate mailings.
This information does not necessarily reflect the opinions, views, or pallc:es
of the CIWMB.

° To request special accommodations for those persons with d:sabtht!es, _
please contact the Board’s Administrative Assistant at (916} 255-2156.

P

important Notice: The Board intends that Committee Meetings will consthuta the time and
place where the major discussion.and deliberation of-a-listed matter will’ be: inhiated After
consideration by the Commnttea. ‘matters recuiring: Boatd action will be. placed on-an upcoming
Board Meeting Agenda. Discussion of matters on Board Meeting: Agenda&may be limited .if the
matters are placed on the Board's Consent Agenda by the Committee. Persons interested in
commenting on an item being considered by a Board Committee or the full Board are ad\nsad to
make comments at the’ Commmee meeting whefa the matter is first considmd

Te comply with legal requirements, this Notice and Agenda 1 may be pubhshed and mailed ptior
to a Committee Meeting where detarminations are made regarding which- items'go to- the Board
for action. Some of the items listed below, therefora, may, upon recommendation of a
Commiittee, be pulled from consuderatlon by the full Board. To verify if an.item will be heard,
please-call Patti Bertram at (316) 255-2156.
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THE‘FOLLOWING WILL«BE HEARD ON TUESDAY. MARCH 25, 1997, AT
9:30 A.M. )

e

CONSIDERATION OF THE GOA.L ELEMENT OF THE CALIFORNIA \ '
_INTEGRATED WAS B ﬂANAGEMENT BOARD’S (BOARD) 1987 STRATEGIC o

.COLLECTION OF W SOURCES (50% INITIATIVE W
'STRATEGIES NO. 2 G0
CONSIDERATION OF POSSIBLE IMPROVEMENTS TO THE GRANT
~ APPLICATION PROCEDURES TO ENHANCE THE BOARD'S ABILITY TO
ACCESS OUTSIDE GRANT FUNDS  (S0% INITIATIVE STRATEGY NO. 7) 2

) _CONSIDERATION OF FOCUSING THE BOARD'S TIRE LOAN AND GRANT

.- "RROGRAMS TO MAKE DIVERSION POTENTIAL THE HIGHEST PRIORITY
EXPANDING RECYCLING OF SPECIFIC MATERIALS/PRODUCTS 28
.. .(50% INITIATIVE STRATEGY NO. 8)

GOVERNMENTS THROUGH USE OF STATEWIDE CONTRACTS %0
(50% INITIATIVE STRATEGY NO. 18) ’

f@ ébNSIDERATION OF INCREASING EQUIPMENT BUYING POWER FOR LOCAL

7. CONSIDERATION OF THE LEGAL ISSUES RELATED TO A PROPOSED
~APPROACH TO PROVIDE BOARD STAFF ASSISTANCE TO
(\/ " CITIES/COUNTIES IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE THE 50% DIVERSION %b
MANDATE (50% INITIATIVE STRATEGY NO. 32)

LEGISLATION AND PUBLIC EDUCATION COMMITTEE

CONSIDERATION OF THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT
BOARD'S 50% INITIATIVE, STRATEGY #21: ESTABLISH INTERNET
CHAT ROOM (ORAL PRESENTATION)

. CONSIDERATION OF THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT
=" " BOARD’S 50% INITIATIVE, STRATEGY #19 AND #20: INCREASE

i BOARD’S PRESENCE AT FAIRS, CONFERENCES, OTHER PUBLIC EVENTS
ESPECIALLY IN SOU'T RN C‘ALIFORNIA '

A a Q\& w\c}
CONSIDERATION OF "THE CAL OR.NIA INTEG ED WASTE MANAGEMENT
BOARD’S 50% INITIATIV'E,A STRATEGY $22: DEVELOP NEW PUBLIC
EDUCATION CAMPAIGNS® AN'D INCREASE THE NUMBER OF TARGETED

AREAS  (Kow availddle - doses \b.“uee&xuw&éxﬁe

LOCAL ASSISTANCE AND PLANNING COMMITTEE

11. CONSIDERATION OF THE GETTING TO 50% INITIATIVE CONCEPTS ./
ASSIGNED TO THE LOCAL ASSISTANCE AND. PLANNING COMMITTEE: L\b 1



S e DQC?—

&E) STRATEGY #17: PROVIDE MODELS FOR_EERECTIVE DIVERSION =
, AND PROGRAM COMPARISON
, _ B 50 STRATEGY #23: CONTINUE TO FOCUS, ON- DIVERSION PROGRAMS.
.‘ IMPLEMENTED, NOT JUST ACHIEVEMENT .OF: NUMERICAL GOALS -
C&wO STRATEGY #25: MEASURE NUMERICAL :GOAL-ACHIEVEMENT BY
COUNTY, REGION, OR STATE, NOT -BY- INDIVIDUAL CITY OR
UNINCORPORATED COUNTY o
D.&¥ STRATEGY #26: DEVELOP SOLUTIONS TO PROBLEMS WITH .
MEASURING GOAL ACHIEVEMENT
— E.5"P STRATEGY #27: COORDINATE BOARDMIECHNICAL ASSISTANCEﬁTO
SPECIFIC CITY/COUNTY AND CONTINUE:SHIFT FROM PLANNING
TO DIVERSION PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ASSISTANCE .
CE;) STRATEGY #28:- PROVIDE CITIES/COUNTIES: IMPLEMENTATION
TOOLS SUCH AS CASE STUDIES/MODELS - .
Qi:) STRATEGY #29: FACILITATE PARTNERSHIPS BETWEEN ‘BOARD,
CITIES, COUNTIES, AND PRIVATE ENTITIES TO TAKE ', .
ADVANTAGE OF ECONOMIES OF SCALE IN ACHIEVING 50% T

DIVERSION GOAL

KET DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

12. CONSIDERATION OF 50% INITIATIVE STRATEGIES RELATED TO'MARKET
DEVELOPMENT : .

‘HW

STRATEGY #8: REFOCUS THE RMDZ LOAN PROGRAM TO MAKE
DIVERSION POTENTIAL THE HIGHEST PRIORITY
Bik-' STRATEGY #10: PROVIDE TAX CREDITS FOR THE PURCHASE OF
CLMWQRECYCLED MATERIALS AS FEEDSTOCK OR THE PURCHASE OF
e RECYCLING EQUIPMENT
C:) STRATEGY #33: INCREASE OUTREACH INTO BUSINESS .
COMMUNITY TO INCREASE PRIORITY MATERIAL RECYCLING AND
BUY RECYCLED
(D) STRATEGY #34: INCREASE GREEN WASTE DIVERSION
FE,) STRATEGY #35: INCREASE AWARENESS AND INFORMATION ABOUT
SUPPLY, LOCATION, AND FLOW OF MATERIALS
(;E;) STRATEGY #36: DEVELOP MARKETS AND PROMOTE REUSE OF
CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION MATERIALS

e D

PERMITTING AND ENFORCEMENT COMMITTEE,

JALT

13‘5{@0NSIDERATION OF STRATEGIES. RELATIVE TO PROVIDING. ADDITIONAL
TRAINING ON ORGANIC MATERIAL RECYCLING (50% INITIATIVE ' Egz
STRATEGY NO. 42)

144V0CONSIDERATION OF STRATEGIES RELATIVE TO ENCOURAGING
fbﬁw DIVERSION ACTIVITIES AND FACILITIES AT LANDFILLS (50%
\ INITIATIVE STRATEGY NO. 43 AND STRATEGY NO. 44)

(Orol Qhenec&okuuq\

OLICY, RESEARCH AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMMITTE

15. CONSIDERATION OF THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT -
BOARD’S 50% INITIATIVE, STRATEGY #38: BAN GREEN WASTE FROM Q)
. C/ LANDFILL DISPOSAL FOR CITIES/COUNTIES NOT MEETING 25% AND/OR
50%



16. . CONSIDERATION OF: THE' CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT
BOARD'S 50% INITIATIVE STRATEGY #41: IMPLEMENT TRANSPORT
PACKAGING INITIATIV&

R
CONSIDERATION OF THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT
BOARDY.S 50% INITIATIVE, STRATEGY #40: EXPAND RESOURCE
EFFICIENCY PROMOTION 'TO BUSINESS -AND INDUSTRY »

i8 CONSIDERATION OF. THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT
C;/ BOARD'’S 50% INITIATIVE, STRATEGY #14 AND STRATEGY #15: \bq
- REQUIRE CHARGING  OR DISCLOSING TRUE Cg?TS OF DISPOSAL
19. CONSIDERATION OF THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE AGEMENT
' BOARD'S 50% INITIATIVE, STRATEGY #12, STRATEGY # AND
&&&— STRATEGY #3&\ PROMOTE OR REQUIRE UNIT PRICING FOR CITIES ‘\q

AND COUNTIES C/

20." CONSIDERATION OF THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT
- -+BOARD'S 50% INITIATIVE, STRATEGY #3, STRATEGY #16, AND VS\
STRATEGY #24:

.
b
. -
-

C_A " STRATEGY #3: EXEMPT RURAL JURISDICTIONS FROM DIVERSION
PLANNING AND GOALS

C B. STRATEGY #16: ALLOW SALES OF DIVERSION ABOVE MANDATED
GOALS
C; C. STRATEGY #24: ALLOW TRANSFORMATION TO COUNT FOR MORE
THAN 10% DIVERSION FOR 50% DIVERSION GOAL
21.” CONSIDERATION OF THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT e
BOARD'S 50% INITIATIVE, STRATEGY #11: PROVIDE A STUDY WHICH
C/f WILL IDENTIFY POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF FUNDING FOR \se

DIVERSION PROGRAMS OF LOCAL JURISDICTIONS

THE FOLLOWING WILL BE HEARD ON WEDNESDAY, MARCH 26, 1997, AT

9:30 A.M.:
R S
22. REPORTS OF THE BOARD’S COMMITTEES Ve o
we P
23. REPORT FROM THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTORE—®
Mmdwﬁm.ﬁawfmﬁ 2Py ‘Wgﬁvﬂi:;“f
24. NSIDERATION OF 'CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS Nywhd " o
gx okt
RRE
LEGISLATION AND PUBLIC EDUCATION COMMITTEE
r‘ﬁqﬁzs. UPDATE ON STATE LEGISLATION \&"

LOCAL ASSISTANCE AND PLANNING COMMITTEE

26. CONSIDERATION OF STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE ADEQUACY OF
C/ THE HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE ELEMENT FOR THE CITY OF WASCO,
KERN COUNTY "I"




27,

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Ve

CONSIDERATION OF STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS, ON THE ADEQUACY OF
THE SOURCE REDUCTION AND RECYCLING ELEMENT, HOUSEHOLD
HAZARDOUS WASTE ELEMENT, AND NONDISPOSAL. FACILITY ELEMENT °
FOR THE CITY OF MADERA, MADERA COUNTY
CONSIDERATION OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON' THE TWO-YEAR TIME
EXTENSION FOR MEETING THE DIVERSION :REQUIREMENTS OF THE Qb
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1989 FOR THE CITY OF

GONZALES, MONTEREY COUNTY

CONSIDERATION OF STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ON TkE ADEQUACY OF
THE SITING ELEMENT AND SUMMARY PLAN FOR SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY

CONSIDERATION OF STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE ADEQUAC% OF
THE COUNTYWIDE SITING ELEMENT AND SUMMARY PLAN FOR SANTA
CRUZ COUNTY

CONSIDERATION OF THE SCORING CRITERIA AND EVALUATION PROCESS
FOR THE 1997/98 LOCAL GOVERNMENT USED OIL OPPORTUNITY GRANT V!b

CONSIDERATION OF THE MEASUREMENT ACCURACY ISSUES WORKINC 4
GROUP’'S RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTING BASE-YEAR AND/OR: Q&
REPORTING YEAR INACCURACIES : Y,

_ (et S Shens s-aa Tach 1

MARKET DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

CONSIDERATION OF THE REDESIGNATION OF THE SONOMA/MENDOCINO
RECYCLING MARKET DEVELOPMENT ZONE TO INCLUDE THE COUNTY OF . QQO
LAKE

CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF RECYCLING MARKET DEVELOPMENT
ZONE PROGRAM LOAN APPLICATIONS FOR THE SPRING QUARTER, 1597: Q$“D

A. SALVADOR PLASCENCIA, DBA M. MAINTENANCE CONSTRUCTION
CLEAN UP

B. JOHN R. COOPER DBA INDUSTRIAL TIRE SERVICE

C. COAST CONVERTERS, INC.

CONSIDERATION QOF ADOPTION OF PROPOSED REGULATIONS FOR
RECYCLED CONTENT NEWSPRINT QUALITY STANDARDS, 14 CCR,
SECTION 17964

CONSIDERATION OF CHANGES TCO THE RECYCLING MARKET DEVELOPMENT
ZONE (RMDZ) LOAN PROGRAM PURSUANT TO THE LOAN PROGRAM
WORKSHOP DISCUSSIONS HELD FEBRUARY 5, 1937

PERMITTING AND ENFORCEMENT COMMITTEE

W

7.

C

8.

C

L

CONSIDERATICON OF A NEW SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT FOR THE th
TULARE COUNTY RECYCLING COMPLEX, TULARE COUNTY

CONSIDERATICN OF A REVISED SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT FOR Qne
WEST MIRAMAR SANITARY LANDFILL, SAN DIEGO CQUNTY



39. _CONSIDERATION OF A NEW. SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT FOR
g;—hﬁMESQUITE REGIONAL- LANDFILL, IMPERIAL COUNTY

40. CONSIDERATION OF.A-NEW SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT FOR THE
COACHELLA TRANSFER/RECYCLING STATION, RIVERSIDE COUNTY

41, NSIDERATION OF A REVISED SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT FOR
E HEALDSBURG TRANSFER STATION, SONOMA COUNTY

ﬂwﬁn. CONSIDERATION OF A REVISED SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT FOR
' THE CUMMINGS ROAD LANDFILL, HUMBOLDT COUNTY

43 . CONSIDERATION OF A NEW MAJOR WASTE TIRE FACILITY PERMIT FOR

la;Re~"' MODESTO ENERGY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP (MELP)  STANISLAUS COUNTY
ﬁ"’ $o (Vrew M\(‘&\g Aoser Yo NA’\ F&i‘.\

44 ., JCONSIDERATION OF THE STATUS OF THE MAJOR WASTE TIRE FACILITY
PERMIT (50-TI-0010) FOR OXFORD TIRE RECYCLING, STANISLAUS
P COUNTY (ORAL PRESENTATION)

'45. CONSIDERATION OF SITE(S) FOR REMEDIATION UNDER THE WASTE
C:  TIRE STABILIZATION AND ABATEMENT PROGRAM

46. CONSIDERATION OF CERTIFICATION OF THE SHASTA DEPARTMENT OF
{_ RESOURCE MANAGEMENT, DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AS THE
LOCAL ENFORCEMENT AGENCY FOR SHASTA AND TRINITY COUNTIES

47. CONSIDERATION OF DESIGNATION APPROVAL AND CERTIFICATION OF

CL’ THE SANTA BARBARA COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES
DIVISION, HEALTH CARE SERVICES DEPARTMENT AS THE LOCAL
ENFORCEMENT AGENCY FOR SANTA BARBARA COUNTY

48. CONSIDERATION TO REVISE THE DESIGNATION APPROVAL AND
CERTIFICATION OF THE INYO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL

HEALTH SERVICES AS THE LOCAL ENFOR %E NT AG NC% FO%MINYO
COUNTY TO A PROBATIONARY STATUS i
49, CONSIbERATION OF AN UPDATE TO THE SCHEDULE FOR PLACEMENT OF

OPERATIONS/FACILITIES INTO REGULATORY TIERS AND DEVELOPMENT
OF MINIMUM STANDARDS

50.y STATUS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE REVIEW OF
NONHAZARDOUS ASH LAND APPLICATION ISSUES; CONSIDERATION OF
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REVISIONS TO THE PROPOSED
REGULATIONS FOR NONHAZARDOUS ASH OPERATIONS AND FACILITIES;
AND, APPROVAL TO NOTICE A 15-DAY COMMENT PERIOD FOR THOSE
REVISIONS (ORAL PRESENTATION)

OTHER
51. OPEN DISCUSSION

52. ADJOURNMENT

1 @b
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Notice: The Board may hold a closed ‘session to discuss the
"\ appointment or employment of publici employees and
T litigation under authority of Government Code Sections
11126 (s} and {qg), respectively.-

. ?‘
For further information or copies of agenda items,
please contact: .

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT ROARD
8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, CA 95826

Patti Bertram, Administrative Assistant
(916) 255-2563
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NOTE: BOARD AND COMMITTEE AGENDAS ARE AVAILABLE ON THE INTERNET.
THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD'S HOME PAGE 1S
. AS FOLLOWS: HTTP://WWW.CIWMB.CA.GOV/



Co}nmittee Ref:ommendations Forwarded to the Board for the
30% Initiative Agenda Items, March 25, 1997 Board Meeting

-

g Page 1

No staff presentation needed.

Concepts Board ltem Committee Recommendation / Board Meeting Committee

Assignments

3. Exempt rural cities and | Agenda item 20 | Board should not pursue this concept further. Policy

counties from IWMA diversion Committee

planning and goals. On Consent; No further action required.

4. Raise IWM Fee rate to Agenda Item 3 | Forwarded to the fufl Board without a Committee Recommendation. Administration

$1.40 to increase funding for Committee

diversion programs. Staff presentation needed.

5. Impose IWM Fee at Agenda ltem 3 | Forwarded to the full Board without a Committee Recommendation. Administration

MRFsTransfer stations for Committee

disposal outside California. Staff presentation needed.

6. Greatly increase IWM - | Agenda ltem 3 | Forwarded to the full Board without a Committee Recommendation. Administration

Fee and provide break for Committee

cities/counties that meet or Staff presentation needed.

exceed diversion goals.

7. Improve grant Agenda ftem 4 | Inform Board staff, with a formal document, of the Board's federal grant process. Contact other state | Administration

application procedures to agencies with successful grant application programs to enhance our efforts. Determine whether the Committee

Improve Board's ability to Board can take advantage of private sector grants.

.access outside grant funds.

No staff presentation needed.

8. Refocus Board's grant | Agenda ltem 5 | Tire portion deferred to the April Board Meeting. Tires -

and loan programs to make : » Administration

diversion potential highest No staff presentation needed. Committee

priority. Provide grants to

expand recycling of specific Agenda ltem Board directs staff to refocus the RMDZ loan program outreach and marketing efforts to make RMDZ -

materials/ products. 12 (A) diversion potential the highest priority. Markets
Committee

i~
lw



3/25/97 Page 2

Concepts Board Item Committee Recommendation / Board Meeting Committee
' ' Assignments
9. Leverage Board Not Applicable | Not Applicable. None required -

diversion efforts by starting joint
initiatives with other states,
interest groups and business
associations.

incorporate in
appropriate
agenda items

10. Provide tax credits for Agenda ltem Board should not pursue this concept further, Markets

purchase of recycled materials 12 (B) Committee

as feedstock or the purchase of Staff presentation needed.

recycling equipment.

11. Perform a study to help | Agenda Item 21 | Board should not pursue this concept further. Policy

cities and counties find a way to Committee

fund programs, On Consent; No further action required. '

12, More actively promote Agenda Item 19 | Board should more actively promote unit pricing among cities and counties. Policy

unit pricing among cities and Committee

counties. Staff presentation needed.

13. Require cities/counties | Agenda Item 19 | Board should not pursue this concept further. Policy

to implement unit pricing Committee

structures that provide incentive On Consent; No further action required. :
_| for waste diversion.

14. Require all landfilis to Agenda Item 18 | Board should not pursue this concept further. Policy

charge true, unsubsidized cost ) _ Committee

of landfill disposal. On Consent; No further action required.

15. Require all landfills to Agenda Item 18 | Board should not pursue this concept further. Policy

disclose true, unsubsidized cost Committee

of landfill disposal. On Consent; No further action required.

16. Allow cities/counties Agenda Item 20 | Board should not pursue this concept further. Policy

that divert waste above Committee

mandated goal to sell excess On Consent; No further action required.

diversion to other

cities/counties.




am .
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Concepts Board Item Committee Recommendation / Board Meeting Committee
Assignments
17. Provide models for effective | Agenda ftem Board directs staff to provide models for effective diversion and program comparison and develop a Planning
diversion and program 11 (A) strategy for targeting and delivering these models to the local jurisdictions who need them. Committee
comparison.
Additional Motion related to Planning Committee Concepts:
Board directs staff to develop a Local Assistance Plan for the May, 1997 Local Assistance and
Planning Committee Meeting.
No staff presentation needed.
18. Leverage greater buying | Agenda ltem 6 | Board directs staff to prepare an Infocycling article o inform Source Reduction and Recycling Administration
power through state contracts Coordinators to contact their local procurement officers regarding purchasing needs and existing Committee
for local governments. Department of General Services statewide purchasing contracts. '
No staff presentation needed.
19.  Increase awareness of | Agendaltem 9 | Board directs Office of Public Affairs and Diversion, Planning and Local Assistance Division staff to Legislation &
50% goals by increasing Board's meet with Members Gotch and Chesbro's offices to “brainstorm® ideas, and to report back to the Pubfic
presence at fairs, conferences, committee in May with specific public educationfoutreach strategies regardmg both outreach and public | Education
and other public events. education campaigns. Committee
No stalf presentation needed.
20. Dedicate more time and | Agendaltem 9 | See recommendation 19. Legislation &
effort for public outreach in Public
Southem California. Education
Commitiee
21. Establish a "chat room" | Agenda ltem 8 | Direct staff to develop a list-server in place of a chat room. None required -
on internet site to exchange staff to begin
information between Board staff, No slaff presentation needed. implementation
customers and/or other
businesses.
22. Develop new public Agenda ltem 10 | See recommendation 19. Legislation &
education campaigns and ‘| Public
increase number of targeted Education

areas.

Committee




3/25/97 Page 4

Concepts Board ltem Committee Recommendation / Board Meeting Committee
Assignments

23. Continue to focus on Agenda Item Board directs staff to develop means to educate people about existing statute and Board policies Planning
diversion programs-implemented | 11 (B) regarding diversion program implementation and goal measurement. Committee
not just achievement of :
numerical goals. Additional Motion related to Pianning Committee Concepts:

Board directs staff to develop a Local Assistance Plan for the May, 1997 Local Assistance and

Planning Committee Meeting.

Staff presentation neetled.
24, Allow transformation to | Agenda Item 20 | Board should not pursue this concept further at this time as the topic is addressed in a bill that the Policy
count for more than 10% Board will be considering. Committee
diversion for 50% diversion goal.

On Consent; No further action required.
25. Measure numerical goal | Agenda Item Board directs staff to: Planning
achievement by county, region 11 (C) 1) provide information and education about regions and their usefuiness to local jurisdictions; and Committee
or state not by individual city or 2) explore altemative methods of measuring regional waste streams in rural jurisdictions.
unincorporated county . _ '

Additional Motion related to Planning Committee Concepts:

Board directs staff to develop a Local Assistance Plan for the May, 1997 Local Assistance and

Planning Committee Meeting.

Staff presentation needed.
26. Develop solutions to Agenda ltem Board directs staff to prepare a report on problems with measuring goal achievement related to Planning
problems with measuring goal 11 (D) disaster waste and methods to identify orphan diverted wastes at MRFs. Committee

achievement,

Additional Motion related to Planning Committee Concepts:

Board directs staff to develop a Local Assistance Plan for the May, 1997 Local Assistance and
Planning Committee Meeting.

Staff presentation needed.




-

3. Page 5

Concepts Board Item Committee Recommendation / Board Meeting Committee
Assignments

27. Coordinate Board Agenda ltem Board directs staff to; . Planning
technical assistance to specific | 11(E) 1) expand use of current informal practice of interdivisional teams working with individual cities, Committee
city/county. Continue shift from counties or regions on program implementation issues; and
planning to diversion program 2) pursue Board-sponsored legislation to streamline planning document preparation and reporting.
implementation assistance.

Additional Motion related to Planning Committee Concepts:

Board directs staff to develop a Local Assistance Plan for the May, 1997 Local Assistance and

Ptanning Committee Meeting.

Staff presentation needed.
28, Provide cities/ counties | Agenda ltem Board directs staff to: Planning
implementation tools such as 11(F) 1) work with cities and counties to determine most useful or needed tools; and Committee
case studies/models. 2) develop a strategy for targeting and delivering these implementation tools to the local jurisdictions

who need them.

Additional Mation related to Planning Committee Concepts:

Board directs staff to develop a Locat Assistance Plan for the May, 1997 Local Assistance and

Plarning Committee Meeting.

No staff presentation needed.
29, Facilitate partnerships | Agenda Item Board directs staff to: Planning
between Board, cities, counties, | 11{G) 1) coordinate efforts to identify potential partnerships within their program areas; and Committee

and private entities to take
advantage of economies of scale
In achieving 50% diversion,

2) provide cities and counties additional encouragement and guidance in developing regional
agreements.

Additional Motion related to Planning Committee Concepts:

Board directs staff to develop a Local Assistance Plan for the May, 1997 Local Assistance and
Planning Committee Meeting.

No staff presentation needed.




3/25/97 Page 6

Concepts

Board item

Committee Recommendation / Board Meeting

Committee
Assignments

30. Provide opportunities
for communication and
networking both within Board
and between Board, cities,
counties and businesses.

Not Applicable

Not Applicable.

None required -
incorporate in
appropriate
agenda items

. Provide training

Not Applicable

Not Applicable.

None required -

programs for Board staff, cities, Executive staff
counties and other Board to begin
partners to promote disposal implementation
reduction implementation.
32, Increase Board staff Agenda Item 7 | Board should not pursue this concept further. Administration
presencelassistance in cities Committee
and counties. On Consent; No further action required.
33. Increase outreach into Agenda ltem Board directs staff o increase outreach into business community to increase priority material recycling | Markets
business community to increase | 12(C) and Buy Recycled. Committee
priority material recycling and
Buy Recycled. No staff presentation needed.
34. Increase green waste Agenda ltem Board directs staff to increase green waste diversion. Markets
diversion. 12(D) Committee

' No staff presentation needed.
35. Increase awareness and | Agenda item Board directs staff to increase awareness and information about supply, location and flow of materials | Markets
information about supply, 12 (E) with focus on secondary paper and compostables. Committee
location, and flow of materials.

No staff presentation needed.

36. Develop markets and Agenda ltem Board directs staff to develop markets and promote reuse of construction and demolition (C & D) Markets
promote reuse of construction 12 (F) materials. Committee

and demolition materials.

Board directs staff to assist in development of markets in Pacific Rim Countries.

No staff presentation needed.

s
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Staff presentafion needed.

Concepts - Board ltem Committee Recommendation / Board Meeting Committee
. Assignments
37. Expand outreach and Not Applicable | Board directed staff to incorporate the foliowing suggestions in the February 5, 1997 workshop: None required -
technical assistance of RMDZ 1) identification of opportunities for working in cooperation with traditional private lenders to make staff to begin
Zone and Loan Program, recycling business loans more attractive to private lenders; and 2) identification of options for targeting | implementation
viable businesses. and report back
to Markets
Committee
38. Ban green waste from Agenda Item 15 | Board should not pursue this concept further. Palicy
landfill disposal for Committee
cities/counties not meeting 25% On Consent; No further action required.
and/or 50%.
39. Require unit pricing for | Agenda Item 19 | Board should not pursue this concept further. Policy
cities and counties not meeting Committee
25% and/or 50%. On Consent; No further action required.
40. Expand resource Agenda item 17 | Committee directed staff to develop additional information on the number of tons expected to result Policy
efficiency promotion to business from resource efficiency prior to the Board Meeting. Committee
and industry.
Board directs staff to pursue resource efficiency promotion to business and industry by:
1} expanding documentation of business sectors where resource efficiency has been successfully
applied; : '
2) incorporating resource efficiency into existing outreach materials; and
3) developing a strategy to effectively publicize resource efficiency to other business.
Staff presentation needed.
41. Implement Transport Agenda Item 16 | Board directs staff to facilitate an open meeting off all interested stakeholders to: Policy
Packaging Initiative. 1) identify effective approaches for improving shipping and distribution efficiency which will result in Committee
less packaging going to landfills;
2) identify methods for educating those who utilize shipping and distribution systems;
3) identify next steps, including suggestions for how the CIWMB can facilitate an ongoing process with
stakeholders; and
4) report back to the Policy Research and Technology Committee with findings and recommendations.
Staff presentation needed.
42 Conduct additional Agenda Item 13 | Oral report to Committee. ftem going to the full Board. P&E
workshops and training on Committee

organic material recycling.
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Concepts Board ltem Committee Recommendation / Board Meeting Committee
Assighments
43, Provide fact sheet or Agenda Item 14 | Oral report to Committee. Item going to the full Board. P&E
guidance document on diversion Committee
activities at disposal facilities. Staff presentation needed
44, Provide guidanceto | Agenda ltem 14 | Oral report to Committee. Item going to the full Board. - P&E
encourage operation of diversion : . Committee

facilities on landfills and
disposal sites.

Staff presentation needed.




LOCAL PLANNING DOCUMENTS :

IN CONSIDERATION OF THE IN-HOUSE WASTE PREVENTION
POLICY, BOARD AGENDA ITEMS 26, 27, 29, AND 30 ARE NOT
INCLUDED IN THIS PACKET. '

TO OBTAIN COPIES COF THE ABOVE ITEMS, PLEASE REFER TO
THE MARCH 17, 1997 LOCAL ASSISTANCE AND PLANNING
COMMITTEE (LAPC) PACKET ITEMS 4, 5, 7, & 8, AND
RENUMBER THOSE ITEMS TO BECOME BOARD AGENDA ITEMS 26,
27, 29, AND 30. '

IF YOU ARE NOT ON THE LAPC PACKET MAIL LIST, PLEASE
CONTACT PATTI BERTRAM, (916) 255-2156, FOR COPIES OF
THE LOCAL ASSISTANCE AND PLANNING COMMITTEE ITEMS.



California Integrated Waste Management Board

Board Meeting
March 25 & 26, 1997

AGENDA ITEM 1

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF THE GOAL ELEMENT OF THE CALIFORNIA
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD'S (BOARD) 1997
STRATEGIC PLAN '

I. Summary

Strategic planning is one of the keys to the success of an
organization’s efforts to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of its programs and operations. The Board
recognizes that development of a strategic plan is critical
in meeting internal needs in the areas of long term
planning, identifying and committing to key strategic goals
and objectives, providing clear policy direction, and having
a clear vision of the role of the Board in the future.

These needs were clearly identified by staff during the
Program Integration Plan {PIP) sessions conducted throughout
the Board in recent months. These sessions are a part of an
ongoing internal and external assessment of key factors that
influence the Board’'s success in achieving its mission and
goals.

Additionally, Governor Pete Wilson, through the Department
of Finance (DOF), is requiring all state agencies, boards
and departments to submit a strategic plan to the Governor’s
Office by July 1, 1997. 1In order to meet this requirement,
the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection
Agency (Cal/EPA) has asked that the Board’'s plan be
submitted to his office by April 15, 1997.

This item presents draft Goals for consideration by the
Board. When finalized by the Board, these key strategic
Goals will form the basis for identifying Objectives,
supporting Strategies, and Performance Measures. The
Objectives, Strategies and Performance Measures will be
brought before the Board for consideration in April 1997.
Board staff will also be developing Action Plans for each
Objective, and a Monitoring and Evaluation Plan, which will
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II.

III.

Iv.

be brought before the Board as information items in the .

'summer. The Board’s 1997 Strategic Plan will pull all of

the recent planning and assessment efforts into one process,
ensuring that. all needs and program areas are considered in
a comprehensive manner.

Previous Committee Action

None. This item is being brought directly to the full
Board.

Previous Board Action

In January 1993, the Board approved a stratégic plan, "“The
Strategic Plan of the California Integrated Waste Management
Board,” and submitted it to the Governor’s Office.

In February 1997, the Board appréved a Vision Statement, a
Mission Statement, and Values for inclusion in the Board’s

1997 Strategic Plan (see Attachment Aa}.

Background

A. Process to Develop the Strategic Plan

The current strategic planning effort is being led by a
Strategic Planning Project Core Team. The team consists of
the Assistant Director, Executive Office, with the
assistance of the supervisor of the Policy and Analysis
Office and the Board’'s Quality Improvement Coordinator. The
Core Team developed a collaborative process for drafting all
of the elements of the 1997 Plan to ensure that the Plan is
developed in a timely and effective manner.

The draft goals being presented for consideration by the

Board today were developed by a larger Strategic Planning

Team composed of the Core Team along with representatives of

the Executive Staff and Advisors from three Board Member

offices. Following adoption of Goals today, development of
Objectives, Performance Measures, Action Plans and a

Monitoring and Evaluation Plan will occur through Division

level workgroups, led by Division Deputy Directors and

facilitated by members of the Core Team. The Objectives,

Strategies and Performance Measures are planned to come .
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before the Board in April 1997, with information items on
the Action Plans and Monitoring and Evaluation Plans
scheduled for the summer.

The Core Team will also be working with all the Offices and
Divisions to ensure that all of the Board’'s internal and
external assessment initiatives, and all program plans, are
integrated into the 1997 Plan. In this way, the Board's
1997 Strategic Plan will reflect the key strategic goals and
objectives identified through the initiatives already
completed. 1In addition, the Governor is requiring that the
budget process be linked to strategic plans beginning with
fiscal year 1998-99; therefore, it is even more critical
that the current strategic planning process be as
comprehensive as possible. Budget augmentation requests for
the 1998-99 fiscal year will not be considered for approval
unless an organization has an approved strategic plan and
the budget requests are linked to specific objectives in the
plan.

B. Definitions of Strategic Plan Elements

Following are brief definitions of each of the Strategic .
Planning elements required in a Strategic Plan. These
definitions are provided to assist in the review of the
specific draft language that has been developed and that is
provided under Section V., Options for the Board.

. Migssion Statement - The mission of an organization
is a brief, concise statement that describes its
unigque purpose and reason for existence. It
identifies what the organization does, for whom and
why. A mission statement reminds the public, the
Governor, the Legislature, and organization
personnel of the unique purpose promoted and served
by the organization.

. Values - Values are the human factors that drive
the conduct of an organization and that function as
a guide to the development and implementation of
all policies and actions. Values summarize the
operating philosophies that will be used in
fulfillment of the vision and mission.
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Vision Statement - A vision creates an ingpiring
picture of what the organization would like to
become beyond today. It is not bound by time,
represents global and continuing purpeoses, and
serves as the foundation for the strategic planning
process.

Goals - Goals are issue-oriented statements that
reflect the realistic priorities of the
organization and chart the future direction of the
organization by focusing its actions toward clearly
defined purposes and policy intention. Within the
scope of the mission, goals move the organization
toward the realization of its vision.

Objectives - Objectives are sgpecific and measurable
targets for the accomplishment of a goal. They
mark interim steps toward achievement of the
mission and goals. An objective is achievable,
measurable, and sets the direction for strategies
and action plans.

Strategies - Strategies are specific courses of
action that will be undertaken by the organization
to accomplish it goals and objectives. Strategies
are action-oriented rather than procedural in
nature and are directly linked to output measures.

Action Plans - Action Plans are the specific
workplans that will be used to accomplish the
organization’s goals, objectives, and strategies.

Performance Measures - Performance measures are
indicators of the work performed and the results
achieved. They describe, in both quantifiable and
qualitative terms, how well the activities and
processes within an organization are achieving
specified goals and objectives and strategies.
Measures are the most effective means to cobtain and
understand performance feedback.
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C.

. Monitoring and Evaluation Plan - This is the system
used to regularly measure and evaluate the
effectiveness of the organization’s performance
results relative to the strategic plan. The plan
is revised in accordance with the results of this
ongoing evaluation.

Discussion of Geoals

Option 1:

Following is a discussion of each goal being presented for
consideration under Option 1, in order to provide context
and further clarification of the scope and intent of the
language of each goal.

=

Goal: To ensure that our customers reach and maintain
California’s 50% mandate.

This goal is intended to encompass the tools and
methods that the Board implements to assist local
jurisdictions in reaching the 50% diversion mandate.
It includes program assistance to local jurisdictions,
training and technical assistance, as well as
regulation development, data management, and financial
assistance. The intent behind this gcal is to change
how waste is managed, not just for the purpose of
meeting the 50% mandate, but as a permanent cultural

change enabling us to maintain and perhaps exceed the
50% target. '

Possible examples for staff focus in the development of
objectives to meet this goal could include, but are not
limited to, consideration of activities such as:

e Development of sustainable markets for recovered
materials;

e Waste prevention and resource conservation
practices that reduce the generation of solid
waste and increase the efficient use of materials;

¢ Program assistance to local jurisdiction; and
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e Education and outreach efforts targeted to reduced .
waste disposed from residences, businesses and
schools.

Once objectives are drafted, strategies will be
developed in support of each objective.

= Goal: To ensure compliance with waste management
statutes and regulations to maximize protection of
public health and safety and the environment.

This goal is intended to address activities that
support the basic environmental protection statutes and
regulations that govern the Board’s oversight of waste
and recovered materials facilities throughout the
state. Efforts to provide technical and financial
assistance, training, regulatory development, and
education can be encompassed by this goal.

Possible examples for staff focus in the development of
objectives to meet this goal could include, but are not
limited to, consideration of activities such as:

e Ensuring geographically sufficient landfill
capacity;

o Efforts to clean up and prevent pollution from
improperly managed waste; and

e Training to enhance Board staff and Local
Enforcement Agency (LEA) performance in support of
state minimum standards.

Once objectives are drafted, strategies will be
developed in support of each objective. ‘

= Goal: To meet the needs of internal and external
customers through continuocus quality improvement and
integration of our efforts.

This goal is intended to address the tools and methods

necessary to satisfy the Board’'s pledge to maintain a

customer focus in our work, to pursue our Board

priorities through cross-functional efforts both

internally and externally, and to support the Board’s .
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commitment to continually seek to improve our work
products.

Possible examples for staff focus in the development of
objectives to meet this goal could include, but are
not limited to, areas such as:

¢ Training to enhance cross functional Board staff
and external customer job performance;

e Development of integrated databases to satisfy
internal and external information dissemination
needs; and <

e Development of processed to ensure quality control
of Board work products.

Once objectives are drafted, strategies will be
developed in support of each objective.

- Option 2:

In this option, the policy areas covered by the proposed
goals reflect those in Option 1; however, this option
proposes goals that are more specific.

= Goal: To ensure that our customers reach and maintain
California‘s 50% goal.

= Goal: To facilitate development of sustainable markets
for recovered materials.

= Goal: To ensure compliance with waste management
statutes and regulations to maximize protection of
public health and safety and the environment.

= Goal: To foster waste prevention and resocurce
conservation practices that reduce the generation of
solid waste and increase the efficient use of
materials.

= Goal: To clean up and prevent pollution from
improperly managed waste.
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VI.

VII.

VIII.

Options for the Board
The following options are presented to the Board:

1. The Board may adopt the Goals listed in Option 1 ox
Option 2 as listed above under “C - Discussion of
Goals.”

2. The Board may modify the Goals listed above in Option 1
or 2.

3. The Board may direct staff to develop additional options
for consideration at a future Board meeting.

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommend that the Board approve the Strategic Plan
Goals as identified Option 1 above, for inclusion in the
Board’s 1997 Strategic Plan. It should be noted that these
Goals are presented with equal priority. It is staff’'s
intention to bring Objectives and Strategies forward in
April 1997 for consideration and prioritization by the
Board. Performance Measures are also planned for
consideration in April.

Attachments
A, The California Integrated Waste Management Board’s 1997
Strategic Plan Vision, Mission and Values '
B. Features of Successful Strategic Planning
Approvals: :
Prepared by: W p@M 5/’7/4 7
. Rubia E. Packard Date
Reviewed by: ﬂ/ - 1/&’1, J"u L. C?L"'«M 5//7/6 /
Jill L.[/Jones Date/
> /'7/
Reviewed by: _C%QM- W" 77
: Susan PedersSen Date

N/

Legal Review:

/ Date




California Integrated Waste Management Board
Resolution No. 97-119
March 25, 1997

Adoption of the Goal Element of the Board’s
: 1997 Strategic Plan

WHEREAS, strategic planning is one of the keys to the
success of an organization’s efforts to improve the efficiency
and effectiveness of its programs and operations; and

WHEREAS, The Board recognizes that development of a
strategic plan is critical in meeting internal needs in the areas
of long term planning, identifying and committing to key
strategic goals and objectives, providing clear policy direction,
and having a clear vision of the role of the Board in the future;
and

WHEREAS, all of these needs were clearly identified by staff
during Program Integration Plan (PIP) sessions conducted to
assess internal needs; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Finance (DOF) is requiring all
state agencies, boards and departments to submit a strategic plan.
to the Governor’s Office by July 1, 1997; and

WHEREAS, the Board has considered input from several recent
efforts to assess key factors that influence our success in
achieving our mission and goals in the development of the 1997
Strategic Plan; and

WHEREAS, these efforts include the “Getting to 50%
Initiative”, the Market Development Plan, the Tire Fund
Allocation process, the budget review process, the “Other 50%
Initiative”, the Waste Prevention Plan, and the Program
Integration Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Board has also considered key Administration
initiatives such as the Governor's California Competes K
Initiative, legislative direction, Senate Bill 1082 (Chapter 418,
Statutes of 1993), budget language, pertinent Executive Orders
issued by the Governor, the Cal/EPA Strategic Plan, and pertinent

O
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statutory and regulatory language in the development of the 1597

Strategic Plan; .

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby adopts
the following Strategic Goals for inclusion in the Beoard’s 1997
Strategic Plan:

. Goal: To ensure that our customers reach and
maintain Califernia‘s 50% diversion mandate.

. Goal: To ensure compliance with waste management
statutes and regulations to maximize protection of
public health and safety and the environment.

L Goal: To meet the needs of internal and external
customers through continuocus quality improvement
and integration of our efforts.

Certification

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true and correct copy of a resolutioi duly and
adopted at a meeting of the Board held on“February 27,

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director




ATTACHMENT A

California Integrated Waste Management Board

Vision, Mission and Values

(as Adopted by the Board 2/27/97)

Vision Statement

“Qur vision is that the California integrated Waste Management Board will be the
recognized national and international leader in the integrated management of
waste and recovered materials to best serve the public, the economy, and the
environment of California.”

Mission Statement

“Our mission is to reduce the generation and improve the management of solid
waste in California to conserve resources, develop sustainable recycling
markets, and protect public health and safety, and the environment. We do this
in partnership with public agencies, industry, business, and the public we serve.”

\\



Values

“Values are the operating principles that are foliowed in fulfillment of an
organization's Mission and Vision. It is the responsibility of each member of this
organization to know these values we stand for and to act in accordance with
them.

Commitment to the Environment:

We build our concern for the environment into everything we do.

Commitment to Quality:

We strive for quality and continuous improvement,

We act with integrity, honesty, and a sense of ethics.

We are accurate, timely and consistent.

Commitment to Partnership and Service:

We work in partnership with our internal and external customers to ensure
integration. '

We are committed to problem solving that meets the interests of all
parties.

Commitment to People:

We foster an environment that encourages personal responsibility, -
initiative, innovation, and diverse perspectives.

We ensure a safe and non-discriminatory work environment.

We support personal and professional growth and encourage a healthy
balance of personal, family and professional priorities.

We listen actively and communicate openly and honestly.

We recognize each others’ successful contributions and deal
constructively with our failures.

Through acceptance of these responsibilities, we hope to deliver more than we
promise and earn the trust and support of the people of California.”

\2




ATTACHMENT B

. FEATURES OF SUCCESSFUL STRATEGIC PLANNING

INTERNAL/EXTERNAL ASSESSMENT &s ’

an analysis and evaluation of key internal and Internal/External
exiemal data and factors thal influcnce the . Assessment
suctess of an agency in achieving its mission and

guals.

MISSION is the reason for an agency's
existence. |l succinctly identifies whal the agency .
does, and why and for whom it does it. A mission Mis
statement remninds everyone- the public, the
Governor, Legislators, and agency personnel-of
the unique purpeses promoted and served by the
ARETICY.

sion WHERE ARE WE NOW?

VALUES arc the core actions the agency will Values
abide by in achieving its mission.

..-.--...--.-.-...-.-...-.1--.----..--.---.---...-..

VISION is an inspiring picture of a preferred
future. A vision is not bound by lime, represents
global and continuing purposes, and serves as a
foundation for a system of strategic planning,

Vision

GOALS are the general ends toward which

- cies direct their efforis. A goal addresses ' Goals
; by stating policy intention. They are both WHERE DO WE
.ftative and quantifiable, but not quantified. WANT TO BE?

h 4

OBJECTIVES are clear targets for specific . .
action. More detailed than goals. objectives have Ob] ectives
shorter lime frames and may state quantity. An
objective is achicvable. measurable, and sets the
direction for strategies and action plans.

STRATEGIES are specific courses of action
that will be undertaken to accomplish goals and
objectives. They are action-oriented rather than
provedural in nature and are direcily linked 10
oulput measures.

....--..--.........-..-.‘l...----.....-.---...--...

Strategies

HOW DO WE
GET THERE?

ACTION PLANS are specific workplans that Action Plans
will be used to accomplish the arganization’s
guals, objectives. and stralegies.

PERFORMANCE MEASURES are indicalors

of the work performed and the resulis achieved in Performance
an activily, process, organization. or program.
Performance measures can generally be divided Measures HOW DO WE
inlo oulcome measures. culput measures, input
measurs,or ficiency measeres A _ _ . - MEASURE OUR PROGRESS?
NITORING AND EVALUATION is2 Monitoring and
_.em used Lo monitor progress and keep plans c
on trach. Evaluation 3

’_



CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Beoard Meeting
March 25-26 1997

AGENDA ITEM 4

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF OPTIONS FOR ENHANCING THE INTEGRATED
WASTE MANAGEMENT FEE INCLUDING FEE INCREASES AND
COLLECTION OF THE FEE FROM NEW SOURCES (50% INITIATIVE
STRATEGIES 4, 5, AND 6)

I. SUMMARY

At its January 23, 1997 meeting, the CIWMB discussed the
recommendations of the "Getting to 50% Initiative" and directed
that their implementation be discussed in more detail by the
Board’'s various committees. The recommendations relating to the
Integrated Waste Management Fee were referred to the
Administration Committee. These recommendations are now being
presented for the Board's consideration.

The "Getting to 50% Initiative" recommended a range of proposals
to enhance the efforts being made to reach the waste diversion
goals established by AB 939. The alternatives focus on
increasing the revenue available to the Board, correcting an
inequity the application of the fee, and using the fee as an
incentive to stimulate waste prevention and recycling.

#4 .Raise IWM Fee rate to $1.40 to increase funding
available for waste prevention programs.

#5.Impose IWM Fee at MRFs and Transfer stations for
materials disposed of outside of California.

#6 . .Greatly increase IWM Fee and provide a break for
cities/counties that meet or exceed diversion goals.

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

The agenda item is being heard on March 18, 1997 by the
Administration Committee.

III. OPTIONS- FOR THE BOARD

Board members may decide to:

1. implement one or more ¢f the recommendations.
2, give staff other directions at this time.

3. take no action at this time.
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

None

W\
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V. ANALYSIS
1. CURRENT IWMA REVENUE SITUATION

Solid waste disposal subject to the IWM fee is falling
approximately one million tons each year. Between 1990 and 1996,
annual solid waste landfilling subject to CIWMB fees has fallen
from 39 million to 32.6 million tons; a 17 percent loss. The
amount of solid waste annually diverted from landfills has
increased approximately 5.5 million tons. The amount of waste
exported from California annually has risen approximately 280,000
tons. An additional 150,000 tons may be being exported by the
end of 1998.

If this trend continues, annual disposal could fall to less than
31 million tons by the end of 1998. This would be a loss of one
quarter (26%) of the IWMA’'s original funding base. The
anticipated revenue would fall from $44,055,000 in the current
fiscal year to $41,540,000 in 1998.

Projected Solid Waste Landfilling
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2. THE BOARD'’S AUTHORITY

The CIWMB has the authority to set the IWM Fee so that revenues
are generated "equivalent to the approved budget for that fiscal
vear, including a prudent reserve" but no greater than $1.40 per
ton.! At current disposal rates, each $0.01 increase in the rate
would generate approximately $320,000. Thus, up to $1,920,000
could be generated by the end of FY 1997-98 if the IWM Fee was
raised to its statutory ceiling.

3. DECLINING REVENUES

Revenues to pay for the Board’s solid waste programs have fallen
significantly since fiscal year 1990-91. During fiscal year
1990-91, the IWM Fee was collected at $0.75 per ton and the
Eastin Fee? was $.53 per ton. During 1996 only the $1.34/ton IWM
Fee was paid. Thus, the total state level solid waste fee paid
to the CIWMB increased $0.06 (4.7 %) between these periods. On
the other hand, annual reported disposal decreased from 37.6
million tons to 32.6 million tons; a 5.0 million ton (13%)
decline. Thus solid waste fee payments declined $6.0 million.

" kv 133 change % Change
e - 1990-81 T TR
Total Solid Waste Fee $51.28 $1.34 $0.06 +5%
($/ton) , .
Disposal (1,000s tons) 37,614 32,595 - 5,019 -13%
Total Solid Waste 549,284 $43,238 $ - 6,046 -12%
Payments (51,000s)

This decline was not spread uniformly among all counties.
Thirty-two counties, which together dispose of 79 percent of the
reported disposal, paid less fees in 1995.

AB 1220
Assembly Bill 1220 in 1993 combined the IWM and Eastin fees into
a consolidated IWM Fee which could range only between $1.34 and

$1.40 per ton. Without the Eastin Fee’s ability to adjust to

disposal rates, the Board’'s solid waste funding was left much
more sensitive to diminished disposal. 1In addition to falling
disposal, this new fee structure also contributed to declining

lpublic Resources Code Section 48000

2For 1990 disposal.

\k
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IWM Fund revenues. If the solid waste fee structure had not
changed in 1993, total state solid waste payments would have been
$600,000 greater in fiscal year 1995-96 than they actually were.
The Eastin Fee would have collected $20 million {(at $0.61/ton)
while the IWM Fee would bring in about $24.6 million f(at
$0.75/ton) for a total of $44.7 million in 1995 (at $1.36/ton).
Only $44.1 million was paid in 1995-96.

AB 1220, in addition, eliminated the need for landfill operators
to pay fees to both the CIWMB and the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB). The consolidated IWM Fee is now used to
fund SWRCB's landfill related activities via an annual transfer
from the IWMA. The amount transferred is adjusted as the
disposal rate changes. It is estimated that annual landfill
payments to SWRCB were reduced approximately $1.3 million.
Overall, payments to the state by landfill operators in fiscal
year 1995-96 were $1.9 million less than they would have been
under the old structure.

Waste Export
Due to more attractive landfill gate fees in nearby states, there

has been an increase in the amount of waste shipped for disposal
outside of California. The IWM Fee is levied on landfill
operators in California and thus waste sent out of state is not
subject to it. An estimated 400,000 tons were exported in 1995
which would have generated approximately $500,000. This
represents not only diminished revenue for the IWMA but alsoc
creates an inequitable situation. Jurisdictions that export
their waste and thus do not pay state solid waste fees are still
eligible to receive benefits, including loans and market
development assistance, from the Board.

4. "GETTING TO 50% INITIATIVE" RECOMMENDATIONS

Increasing IWMA Revenues
#4.Raige IWM Fee rate to $1.40 to increase funding

available for waste prevention programs.

® Advantages:
This could provide an additional $2 million per fiscal
year or a total of $6 million over fiscal years 1997-98
through 1999-2000.

Does not require legislation.

® Disadvantages: :
An increase in the state levy on solid would could result
in either lower revenues to landfill operators and/or
higher tipping fees for their customers.



Board Meeting - Agenda Item 3
March 25-26, 1997 5

Correcting an Inequit

#5. Impose IWM Fee at MRFs and Transfer stations for materials
disposed of outside of California.

The Board should seek legislation to impose the IWM Fee on
solid waste that is exported for disposal outside of
California.

@ Advantages: '
This could make available an additional § 500,000 per
fiscal year for CIWMB diversion programs.

Would eliminate an inequity in the current IWM Fee
structure.

® Disadvantages:
Would require legislation.

Creating ap Incentive

#6. Greatly increase IWM Fee and provide a break for
cities/counties that meet or exceed diversion goals.

The IWM Fee structure could be modified to a sliding scale
(starting at $5.00 per ton, for example} such that the rate
paid by each landfill would fall as its jurisdiction(s) met
and/or exceeded its diversion goals. The scale could be set
so that either the overall effective fee rate would be equal
to the current fee rate or would be higher than the current
rate.

s Advantages:
Could provide a significant incentive for waste diversion.

~#® Disadvantages:
Would not necessarily enhance the IWMA’s sensitivity to
reduced disposal.

Would require legislation.

\8
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VII. APPROVALS
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 25-26 1997

AGENDA ITEM '-l

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF POSSIBLE IMPROVEMENTS TO THE GRANT
APPLICATION PROCEDURES TO ENHANCE THE BOARD'S ABILITY
TO ACCESS OUTSIDE GRANT FUNDS (50% INITIATIVE STRATEGY
NO.7)

I. SUMMARY

At the January 23, 1997 California Integrated Waste Management
Board {(Board) Meeting, the Board discussed the recommendations of
the "Getting to 50% Initiative" and directed that their
implementation be discussed in more detail by the Board’s various
committees. The recommendations concerning the Beoard’s grant
application procedures to improve its ability to access outside
grant funds was referred to the Administrative Committee.

The "Getting to 50% Initiative" recommended the Board review its
current procedures for applying for grants and, if necessary, to
revise the procedures to allow the Board to submit timely
applications for grant funds. '

II. COMMITTEE ACTION

The agenda item is being heard on March 18, 1997 by the
Administration Committee.

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD
Board members may direct staff to:

1. Inform Board staff, with a formal document, of the Board’s
federal grant process.

2. Contact other state agencies with successful grant
application programs to enhance our efforts.

3. Direct staff to continue with their current efforts.
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommends that the Board direct staff to proceed with
options 1 and 2.

V. ANALYSIS

Government Code Section 13326, Chapter 3, Article 2, Statutes of
1949, Chapter 96 requires that every state agency requesting or
"preparing budgets to be submitted to the Federal Government for
funds, equipment, material or services", shall, upon completion
of such request or budget, first submit their request to the
Department of Finance (DOF). The DOF has the "authority to

2
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approve, disapprove, modify, or amend any such request or budget .
before it is submitted to the proper federal authority."

Management Memo 96-13 “"Application for Federal Grants" from the
DOF, requires that California Environmental Protection Agency
(CalEPA) approval be obtained prior to submission to DOF at least
10 days prior to the federal deadline for application. Grants
Administration Unit will ensure the revised Federal Grant Request
form and Section 5000-05 be updated per Management Memo 96-13.

Therefore, it is the Board’s policy that when any Board staff are
preparing budgets to be submitted to the Federal Government,
making an application for new federal grants or increases to
existing federal grants, regardless of the amount, they are
required to have prior approval by the Board’s Executive
Director, CalEPA, and the DOF and/or the Governor‘s Office. For
sensitive policy issues, or federal grants which require a State
funding match or which may result in future costs to the State,
the DOF will forward the request to the Governor'’'s Office for
final determination. O©On all other issues, approval is at the
discretion of the appropriate DOF Program Budget Manager.

Procedure

The Acceptance of Federal Grants procedure (Attachment 1) shows
various steps in pursuing federal funding. These procedures, and
the time needed to complete them, may appear to Board staff to be
an impediment to their ability to apply for federal grants.
However, the majority of announcements contain realistic
deadlines and staff are able to complete the application process
in a timely manner. In those cases where adequate advanced
notice is not received, the Board’s federal grant application
process has not prohibited the submission of an application.
Recently, applications were submitted for federal grants with as
little as eleven days notice.

The Board has successfully applied for numerous grants from
agencies such as the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
Typically, staff starts the approval process by following the
Federal Grant Process (Attachment 1) and completing the Federal
Grant Request form (Attachment 2). This allows time for staff to
start gathering the information they need to successfully
complete an application for federal assistance.

It is important to note there are a variety of factors program -

staff considers when pursuing a particular federal funding

opportunity. For example: 1) consistency with CIWMB mission, 2)

program cbjectives, 3) current program workload, 4) _

current /future program resources, 5) eligibility for states, 6)

timeframes, both to submit the application and to complete the

project, 7) amount of money available, 8) expected level of
competition/probability of getting funded, 9) probability of .
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future funding, recurring versus one time competitive grants, 10)
cost effectiveness for CIWMB, 11) required subcontracts or
interagency agreements, and 12) any special provisions.

SEARCHING FOR GRANTS

Currently, the Grants Administration Unit (GAU) reviews daily the
Internet and the Federal Register for federal grants. If GAU
finds any applicable Notice of Funds Available (NOFA’s) they are
disseminated to appropriate program staff for their action.

In addition, staff from the Waste Prevention and Market
Development Division attends the "Interagency Group for National
Industrial Competitiveness through Energy, Environment, and
Economics (NICE?) Federal grant Coordinators" roundtable meeting
on the availability of NICE® federal grants. Other state
agencies attending include the California Energy Commission,
Department of Water Resources, State Water Resources Control
Board, Air Resources Board, Department of Toxic and Substance
Control, Resources Agency, and the Food and Agriculture Board.
The group meets twice a year.

The R-Team has a USEPA Region 9 contact who informs them of
grants that my come available and the criteria necessary for the
application. If the information does not apply to the R-Team,
they disseminate the information to the appropriate program staff
within the Board.

OTHER RESOURCES

Possible sources of information on federal.grants include, but
are not limited, to the following: a) Commerce Business Daily,

b} Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance, ¢} private newsletters
such as, Federal Grant & Contracts Weekly. Additional assistance
may be available from the State Library or by contacting :
potential federal funding agencies directly.

CONCLUSION

The Board currently has a process for the application and
acceptance of federal grant funds. Occasionally, notices of
funds available will be announced with a short application
deadline. In these cases, it may be difficult, but not
impossible, for staff to adhere to the procedures and submit a
timely application.

Staff should be informed of the application process and of past
successful grant applications, especially those received on short
notice. GAU staff can also attempt to enhance our grant searches
and applications by examining similar efforts in other state
agencies.

X
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VI. ATTACHMENTS

1. The Policy for Acceptance of Federal Grant Administrative
Manual Section 5000-05. '

2. Federal Grant Reguest Form

VII. APPROVALS

Prepared by: Sara Avila Phone: 255-2409
Reviewed by: Dennis Mevers DL Phone: 255-2242
Reviewed by: Rick Beard (]€?§ Phone: 255-2710

Reviewed by: Marie Laveragne 7%) %U% 3M/77 Phone: 255-2269
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED | SUBJECT: Acceptance of Federal Grants
WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

@ | ADMINISTRATIVE MANUAL

DATE: January 1993 | SECTION: 5000-05

GENERAL POLICY

Govemment Code Section 13326 requires that every state agency requesting or preparing budgets to be submitted
to the Federal Government for funds, equipment, material or services, shall, upon completion of such request or
budget, first submit their request to the Department of Finance (DOF) before an application for funding is submitted
to the proper Federal authority. Therefore, it is the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) policy
that when any of the CIWMB's program staff are preparing budgets to be submitted to the Federal Government,
making an application for new federal grants or increases to existing federal grants, regardiess of the amount, the
CIWMB staff are required to have prior approval by the CIWMB Executive Director, California Environmental
Protection Agency (CAL EPA) and the Department of Finance and/or the Govemor's Office. For sensitive policy
issues, or federal grants which require a State funding match or which may result in future costs to the State, the
DOF will forward the request to the Governor's Cffice for final determination. On all other issues, approval is at the
discretion of the appropriate Department of Finance Program Budget Manager.

AUTHORITY Govemnment Code Section 13326

ACCEPTANCE OF FEDERAL GRANTS

e PROCEDURE

ORIGINATOR 1. At least 75 days prior to the federal deadline for submitting an application to any
Federal agency for Federal Grant funds, THE ORIGINATOR will complete the
attached "Federal Grant Request” application form and transmit this form to the
Budget Office along with copies of the grant application. -

BUDGET . 1. Ensures compliance with all administrative and statutory requirements and

OFFICE forwards to the CIWMB Executive Director for approval.

EXECUTIVE 1. Approve, disapprove, modify, or amend and, if appropriate, forward the

DIRECTOR request to CAL EPA for agency approval.

CAL EPA 1. Approve or disapprove your request and, if appropriate, forward the "Federal Grant
Request” to the Department of Finance or retum to the CIWMB’s budget office.

DOF 1. Has the authority to approve, disapprove, modify, or amend any such request or

AND/OR before it is submitted to the appropriate Federal authority.

GOVERNOR'S

OFFICE 2. will notify the CIWMB's Budget Office of their decision.

BUDGET

OFFICE 1. Will notify the originator of the DOF's decision.

. ORIGINATOR 1. I appropriate, will submit appllcahon to the Federal Govemment for Federal Grant

funds.

28



Attachment 2

FEDERAL GRANT REQUEST
Date:
I. Department ' H. Program
IIl. Grant Title IV. Application Amount
V. Brief Description: (Please attach a copy of the federal regisier.)
VL Budgei Impact: Yes ' No
1. Is this a new activity not included in the budget? Q |
2. Has this activity ever been denied by the Administration Q Q
or the Legislature? | '
3. Is this a sensitive policy issue? D D

VIL.  1f the answer to any of the above is yes, piease explain below and send to DOF for approval.

VIII. Approvals:

- Department Director Approval Agency Secretary Approval

QJo Department of Finance Approval

iwplwrdindeximgtmemo\federal.doc
STATE OF CALIFORNIA




Attachment
CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
RESOLUTION 97-118

APPROVAL OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE GRANT APPLICATION
PROCEDURES IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE THE 50% DIVERSION MANDATE; 50%
INITIATIVE, STRATEGY #7: ENHANCE THE BOARD’S ABILITY TO ACCESS
OUTSIDE GRANT FUNDS

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 13326 requires every state
agency to have prior approval by the Board’'s Executive Director,
CalEPA, and the DOF and/or the Governor’s Office when preparing
budgets to the Federal Government; and

WHEREAS, Management Memoc 96-13 "Application for Federal Grants"
from the State Department of Finance, requires that CalEPA
approval be obtained prior to submission to DOF at least 10 days
prior to the federal deadline for application.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, after Board consideration, the
Board'’s grants administration staff will inform other Board
staff, with a formal document, of the Board’'s federal grant
process and contact other state agencies with successful grant
application programs to enhance our efforts.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board on March 25, 1997.

Dated:

Ralph Chandler
Executive Director

ry



CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 25, 1987

AGENDA ITEM 5

ITEM: CONSIDERATION QOF FOCUSING THE BOARD'S TIRE LOAN AND GRANT
PROGRAMS TO MAKE DIVERSION POTENTIAL THE HIGHEST PRIORITY
EXPANDING RECYCLING OF SPECIFIC MATERIALS/PRODUCTS
(50% INITIATIVE STRATEGY NO. 8)

I. SUMMARY

At its January 1997 meeting, the Integrated Waste Management
Board (Board) referred Strategy #8 under the 50% Initiative to
both the Board'’s Market Development Committee and Administration
Committee for consideration. The Market Development Committee
was to hear the aspect of the strategy pertaining to Recycling
Market Development Zone (RMDZ) loans, and the Administration
Committee was to hear those aspects pertaining to the Tire
Recycling grants and loans.

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

At the time the Board agenda item was due, the Administration
Committee had not yet met. The results of the March 18, 1987,
Administration Committee meeting will be presented at the Board
meeting.

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

The Board may:

1. Accept the Committee’s recommendation.

2. Modify the Committee’s recommendation.

3. Take no action and provide staff with further
direction.

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Administration Committee defer
consideration of this issue to the Policy, Research and Technical
Assistance (Policy) Committee. This request is being made
because this item will be discussed in the Waste Tire Management
Program activities and allocation item on the April 8, 1997,
.Policy Committee agenda and because tire program issues have
historically been addressed by the Policy Committee.
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V. ANALYSIS

Tires represent about 1% (by weight) of California’'s waste
stream. Staff estimates that currently, about 60% of waste tires
generated in the state are being diverted from landfill disposal
and stockpiling, thus contributing 0.6% toward the '50% diversion
goal (leaving another 0.4% to contribute toward the goal).

As part of the April 8th Policy Committee agenda item, staff will
discuss the tire grant and loan programs in relation to the
market development plan and 50% initiative. Rather than
separately focus on the grant and loan programs to effect maximum
diversion potential through recycling, the Board may wish to
continue to look at all aspects of tire management in the state,
including tire pile abatement and stockpile management, to ensure
that public health and safety continue to be protected.

VII. APPROVALS

Prepared by: Nate Gauff "7744L1 Phone: 255-4578
Reviewed by: Nguyen Van Hanh zz&ziéalia. Phone: 255-2437
Reviewed by: Martha Gildart /Ld.}ai Phone: 255-2619
Reviewed by: Caren Trgovcich C FPhone: 255-2320
Reviewed by:_ Marie LaVergne %%%uﬁu 2 Tonone:___255-2269

Legal: /0?64 , Date/Time:




CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Board Meeting
March 26, 1997
AGENDA ITEM (o

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF INCREASING EQUIPMENT BUYING POWER FOR
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS THROUGH USE OF STATEWIDE CONTRACTS
(50% INITIATIVE STRATEGY NO. 18)

I. SUMMARY .

As a result of workshops held to receive input on issues
associated with reaching the 50% diversion requirement of the
Integrated Waste Management Act (IWMA), a suggestion was made to
leverage greater buying power for local governments through the
use of statewide contracts. This concept would assist cities and
counties to increase buying power for equipment such as recycling
containers, backyard composters, tub grinders, and trucks through
the use of statewide contracts.

Leveraging greater buying power through statewide contracts could
assist diversion programs that are ready for implementation and
seeking specific equipment or existing programs that need to
replace existing equipment. This would allow diversion programs
to take advantage of economies of scale when purchasing necessary
equipment. .

IT. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

At the time this item was prepared, the Administration Committee
had not met.

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD
Board members may decide to:

1. Have Board program staff inform the local government program
staff to contact their procurement offices regarding
‘purchasing needs, and existing programs that are already in
place with the Department of General Services for the
establishment and use of statewide contracts.

2. Have Board program staff perform an assessment of specific
equipment needs for local governments and provide collected
information to the CIWMB Business Services Office (BSO).
The BSO would coordinate the information to the Department
of General Services for the establishment and use of
statewide contracts.

Ka)
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3. Not pursue this concept any further since a program already
exists with the Department of General Services to perform
competitive purchasing and establish statewide contracts for
local governments. _

Iv. STAFF RECCMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board adopt Option #1 since there .
is an existing process in place with the Department of
General Services pursuant to Public Contract Code, Section
10324. This could be achieved through the use of the
Infocycling Newsletter or a Fact Sheet.

V. ANALYSIS

CONCEPT #18: Leveradge greater buyin ower through state
contracts for local governments.

This concept was suggested to help cities and counties increase
buying power for equipment such as recycling containers, backyard
composters, tub grinders, trucks, etc. through the use of
statewide contracts. Leveraging greater buying power through the '
use of statewide contracts would assist diversion programs,
especially those in rural or small cities and counties, that are
ready for implementation and seeking specific equipment, or
existing programs that need to replace existing equipment. This
would allow diversion programs to take advantage of economies of
scale when purchasing necessary equipment. Legislative change is
not needed, as there is already a process in place with the
Department of General Services to do competitive purchasing for
local governments. -

Board Work on Concept to Date

Not Applicable.

Relationship to Other Board Activities and Other Work

In accordance with Public Contract Code, Section 10324, the
Department of General Services has sole authority to make
purchases of materials, equipment or supplies on behalf of any
city, county, district or other local governmental body or
corporation empowered to expend public funds for the acquisition
of property upon written request of such local agency; provided
that the purchases can be made by the Department of General
Services upon the same terms, conditions and specifications at a
price lower than the local agency can obtain through its normal
purchasing procedures. The local agency shall accept sole .
responsibility for payment to the vendor.
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Local agencies may request the Department of General Services to
establish statewide contracts for particular commodities at any
time. The only requirements are that the local agencies:

1) commit themselves to purchase the quantities requested; 2) that
the specifications are competitive; and 3) have sufficient funds
available to pay for the purchases made.

The Department of General Services maintains a mailing list of all
local governments. The Department of General Services will
perform surveys of local governments to determine the degree of
interest in purchasing materials and equipment and determine the
most cost effective means to obtain said commodities for the local
governments based on quantity requested. Statewide contracts are
not always needed to obtain discounted costs. Large, equipment
(i.e. trucks) may only require a quantity of one or two to be
purchased in order to obtain competitive prices; thus, a statewide
contract would not be needed.

Key Issues

Since there is an existing process in place with the Department of
General Services, there appears to be a possible lack of
information communicated between the various local government
program staff and their purchasing officers.

There are not any legal issues involved or legislative changes
needed relating to this concept.

Future Board Work If Board Approves the Concept

Option #1 would require staff time to develop an article for the
Infocycling Newsletter and mail to all the constituents maintained
on the mailing list.

Recommended Strategy From the 50% Initiative

In the S0% Initiative, staff recommended the Board direct staff
to: 1) identify any legal or administrative issues with a
proposal to leverage buying power for equipment; 2) work with
cities and counties to determine what equipment purchases could be
assisted by this program; and 3) if feasible, pursue legislation

- where necessary, and then develop a proposal for a statewide
contract and implementation process.

Ky
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However, due to Public Contract Code, Section 10324, a program
already exists with the Department of General Services to perform

competitive purchasing and establish statewide contracts for local

9

governments. Therefore, it is not necessary for the Board to
pursue this issue further. Since there appears to be a lack of
information relating to purchase options, Board staff could
provide such information to local government program staff
informing them to contact their procurement office regarding
purchasing needs and existing programs. This could be achieved
through the use of the Infocycling Newsletter or a Fact Sheet.

VIi. FUNDING INFORMATION

Option #1 would cost approximately $200 for one Infocycling
newsletter mailing.

VII. ATTACHMENTS

Not Applicable.

VIII. APPROVALS

Prepared by :  Sandi Conry A@-/ Phone: 255-2252
Reviewed by : Terry Jordan alaiG Phone: 255-1399
Reviewed by : Marie LaVergne LZ%ﬂt,J/@/%?Phone: 255-2259

Legal Review Date/Time




VI. FUNDING INFORMATION
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Amount Requested in Item: §

Piscal Year:

Fund Source:

Used 0il Recycling Fund

Tire Recycling Management Fund

Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan Account
Integrated Waste Management Account

Other

ODo0O0OaR

(Specify)

Approved From Line Item:

O Consulting & Professional Services
a Training
O Data processing
] Other
(Specify}
Redirection:

If Redirection of Funds: §

- Fund Source:

Line Item:

£l
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California Integrated Waste Management Board
Resolution 97-102

March 26, 1997

WHEREAS, as a result of workshops held to receive input on issues
associated with the 50% diversion initiative, a suggestion was
made to leverage greater buying power for . local governments

through the use of statewide contracts;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED after Board consideration of
Increasing Equipment Buying Power for Local Governments Through

Use of Statewide Contracts (50% Initiative Strategy No. 18),

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board on March 26, 1997.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director




CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 25, 1997

AGENDA ITEM 7

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF THE LEGAL ISSUES RELATED TO A PROPOSED
APPROACH TO PROVIDE BOARD STAFF ASSISTANCE TO
CITIES/COUNTIES IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE THE 50% DIVERSION
MANDATE (50% INITIATIVE STRATEGY NO. 32}

I. SUMMARY

In order to encourage cities/counties to meet their 50% diversion
mandate by 2000, the Board is in the process of considering the
development of numerous programs to achieve this requirement.
Recently, cities and counties have requested assistance from the
Board to comply with the diversion mandate. One suggested program
is for the Board to provide a city or county with a Board
employee who would help prepare, adopt and/or implement the
diversion element of an integrated waste management plan.

This agenda item analyzes the legal issues pertaining to an
approach where Board staff would be assigned or lcaned to assist
cities/counties in reaching the 50% diversion mandate. Funding of
the staff could be the responsibility of either the Board or the
city/county.

Several legal issues are analyzed:

® The Board and cities/counties have specific statutory
roles and responsibilities in reaching the 50% diversion
mandate. Although the Board has some role in assisting
cities/counties in meeting the 50% mandate, the obligation
to comply with the mandate remains with cities/counties.

® The procedure to effectuate a Board employee assignment is
through an interjurisdictional agreement. Special attention
should be given to the various statutory requirements for
such agreements, such as employee consent, type of work
performed and length of the assignment.

® The Board has ample flexibility in deciding whether and
when to take enforcement action against a city/county that
fails to submit an integrated waste management plan with an
adequate diversion element, or fails to implement the plan.
If a city/county fails in one of these areas, even though
the Board provided staff assistance, the Board still has the
authority to take appropriate enforcement action.

® A situation might arise where the Board takes enforcement
action, imposing an administrative civil penalty against a
city/county, and the city/county brings an action against

the Board alleging faulty assistance or failure to provide

any assistance in the first place. In either situation,
pursuant to the Californmia Tort Claims Act, the Board would ?nb
not likely be liable.



Board Meeting Agenda Item 7
March 25, 1997 _ Page 2

® Despite the fact that the Board may have the legal .
authority to provide assistance to jurisdictions and to

impose a penalty for noncompliance, Board employee

involvement in preparing or implementing a plan may create

the appearance of bias in reviewing these plans and

allegations of Board employee fault for noncompliance will

certainly complicate Board review of jurisdictions’

performance.

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION
The Committee has not previously taken action on this topic. At

the time this item went to print, the Committee had not yet taken
an action on this item.

I1III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

The Board may:

1. Accept the Staff recommendations; or
2. Modify the Staff recommendations.
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS . Q

Direct staff to not pursue the concept further. While legally
possible to do the work, the budget and other considerations of
equitable treatment of jurisdictions cutweigh the benefits.

V. ANALYSIS

A. Concept

Californians generate about 45 million tons of waste per year.
State law, effective in 1990, requires waste diversion in order
to conserve landfill space and natural resources. The waste
diversion.goals are ambitious: 25% diversion by 1995 and 50%
diversion by 2000. Each of California‘’s cities and counties is
required to meet the diversion goals in partnership with private
industry, the public and the Board. In 1994 California‘’s cities
and counties submitted the first evidence of the progress being
made in implementing diversion programs and diverting waste. -The
reports indicated significant progress in implementing diversion
programs. Statewide, cities and counties met the 25% diversion
goal for 1995,

To assist cities and counties in meeting the diversion goals, the
Board has already developed many tools and provided much .
assistance. To reach the 50% diversion goal many cities and

4% counties are examining the current conditions, identifying
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. existing and potential diversion programs which could be used to
reach the goal and determining the effectiveness and cost of
diversion programs for various materials. Implementation of
diversion programs will affect cities and counties, the public
and industry involved in waste management and waste diversion.

B. Legal Issues/Board Work on Concept to Date

1. Board versus City/County Responsibility for Diversion
Plan

Cities/counties are required to prepare integrated waste
management plans which include a source reduction and recycling
element that meet the diversion requirements of PRC section 41780
and 14 CCR 18730 et. seg. However, PRC section 41910 does provide
that:

The board shall establish ... an office of local government
assistance. The office shall, to the maximum extent
feasible, utilizing existing resources, assist local
agencies in the preparation, modification, and
implementation of integrated waste management plans.

This latter section does indicate that the Board has the
cauthority to provide appropriate assistance to local
~jurisdictions. This section does not, however, require the Board
to assign a Board employee to assist in diversion programs, or
that if the Board does assign an employee, the Board must fund
the costs. Cities/counties still have the absolute obligation to
meet the diversion requirements of PRC section 41780.

Cities/counties are required by PRC section 41900 to demonstrate
a funding source to pay for preparing, adopting and implementing
a diversion plan. This section provides that funds can be raised
by imposing local fees to cover the costs of the plan. With the
passage of Proposition 218, cities/counties may argue that since
voter approval is necessary to impose new fees, they are limited
in funding a diversion plan. The cities/counties then may argue
that the Board has a duty to provide staff to prepare, adopt and
implement the program. Although the Board can consider this
argument, the statutory responsibility for funding, preparing,
adopting and implementing a diversion plan still rests with the
cities/counties. , ‘

2. Interjurisdictional Exchanges

. Temporary assignments or loans of state employees to other
agencies or jurisdictions (including cities/counties) is
authorized by Government Code section 19050.8, the California 33
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State Personnel Board Personnel Management Policy and Procedures .
Manual section 341 (Interjurisdictional Exchange), and 2 CCR

sections 426-442. The primary requirements for the assignment of

employees are detailed below.

® These sections provide the legal authority for the
Board to participate in interjurisdictional exchanges.
‘The city/county must be able to show that they also
have similar legal authority.

e In the situation where the Board assigns a staff
person to assist a city/county, the assignment must be
for the benefit of the state and for the purpose of
enabling an agency to obtain expertise needed to meet a
compelling program or management need. The
program/management need must have a broad and
significant impact on Board operations and efficiency,
and may involve either:

--Special projects that require a breadth and

depth of demonstrated expertise or a level of

response that cannot be obtained under normal

staffing procedure; or

--Staffing situations that require temporary

reassignments to prevent or alleviate a -

negative impact upon departmental operations

and efficiency.

® The assignment can be made only with the voluntary
consent of the employee.

® The term of the assignment may not exceed four years.

® The temporary assignment must be documented by a
written agreement containing, at a minimum, a statement
that the assignment or loan of the employee is subject
to 2 CCR 427, the period, duties and conditions of the
assignment or loan, the compelling program or
management need to be accomplished, and a provision for
either continuing or substituting alternatives for all
rights and benefits to which the employee is otherwise
entitled.

® The temporary assignment should be further
documented by a written statement containing certain
information, including a description of the management
needs and staff expertise required, justification that
the agency’s needs cannot be met through the existing
organizational structure, certification that the
employee possesses the required expertise, and
certification that the employee has voluntarily
consented to the assignment.

® Other information recommended for the assignment
document includes a statement that any recommendation
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by Board staff is technical assistance only, is subject
to city/county approval and will not expose the Board
to any liability for taking enforcement action for
failure to comply with the requirements of the PRC.

® The Board, the employee, or the city/county may
terminate the assignment at any time for any reason. In
addition, the State Personnel Board may terminate the
assignment if it is being carried on contrary to the
law.

® The employee shall be considered an employee of the
Board, except that the employee’s work and activities
shall be subject to the direction of the city/county.

® The employee’s salary and benefits may be paid by
either the Board or by the city/county.

The Board previously has participated in interjurisdicticnal
employee exchanges with the federal government and other
countries. If the Board decides to implement a program where
Board staff would routinely be assigned to assist a city/county,
staff would create a form specifically designed for assignments
to aid cities/counties in creating 50% diversion programs.

3. Enforcement Against City/County

If the Board provides staff assistance for a 50% diversion
program, and then the city/county either fails to submit a plan
with an adequate Source Reduction and Recycling Element, or the
city/county fails to implement the Source Reduction and Recycling
Element of a plan, the city/county might argue that the Board is
partially or fully responsible for this failure. They could
argue that they should not be required to revise a faulty plan
and/or the Board should not hold the hearing required by statute
(PRC sections 41810-41813). The Board has no discretion to allow
noncompliance with these provisions since the provisions are
mandatory. Thus, the provisions in these PRC sections cannot be
waived by the Board, even if Board staff provided assistance to
the city/county in the 50% diversion program.

Where enforcement action is appropriate, the Board can take that
action, whether or not Board staff assisted the city/county. 1If
the enforcement action is optional (i.e. imposition of
penalties), and the Board chooses to take that option and impose
penalties, the city/county has no argument against the Board
action. The city/county has no recourse against the Board if the
Board takes enforcement action since the city/county is entrusted
with the responsibility for diversion efforts. Simply because the
Board provides staff assistance does not shift the diversion
responsibility to the Board. The structure of the PRC sections

40 .
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regarding integrated waste management plans clearly separates the
roles and duties of the Board and cities/counties. The role of
the Board is to guide and advise; the role of the city/county is
to reach the 50% diversion mandate.

Board Responsibility for City/County Failure
If the Beoard took enforcement action for deficiencies in a 50%
diversion program, a city/county conceivably could bring legal
action against the Board seeking various forms of relief: rescind
enforcement action taken by the Board (i.e. administrative civil
penalties); hold the Board liable for the penalties; or waive
statutory requirements imposed by the Board (i.e. holding a
hearing) .

a. Board Had Not Provided Staff Assistance

If the Board had decided to not provide staff assistance for
diversion programs, the city/county might argue that the Board is
liable for their failure based on the Board’s obligation to
provide assistance pursuant to PRC section 41910.

The city/county might rely on Government code section 815.6 which
provides:

Where a public entity is under a mandatory duty

imposed by an enactment that is designed to protect

against the risk of a particular kind of injury, the

public entity is liable for an injury of that kind

proximately caused by its failure to discharge the

duty unless the public entity establishes that it

exercised reasonable diligence to discharge the duty.
A city/county could argue that PRC sections 41910 imposes the
type of "mandatory duty" contemplated by Government code section
815.6. This argument, however, is not likely to succeed. First,
the "mandatory duty" placed upon the ‘Board is to enforce the
state’s 50% diversion mandate, not to prevent a city/county from
becoming the subjects of such enforcement. In fact, the
"mandatory duty" with respect to meeting the 50% mandate is upon
the city/county itself, and cannot be shifted to the Board. Also,
this Government code section was intended to be applied to
circumstances such as a county jail failing to release a prisoner
from jail after all charges against him had been dismissed, not
against an enforcement agency attempting to help another agency
achieve legislatively imposed environmental goals. See Sullivan
v. Los Angeles County, 12 Cal.3d 710 (1974).

b. Board Did Provide Staff Assistance

If the Board provided staff assistance for the diversion program,
the city/county might bring an action against the Board if it
believed that a Board employee was at fault in creating the .
circumstances that led to the enforcement action (i.e. failure to
-Q\ submit an adequate plan or failure to implement a plan). However,
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the California Tort Claims Act (Government Code sections 810 et.
seqg.) would most likely provide a complete defense to the Board
and the employee who allegedly gave faulty advice.

Pursuant to Government Code sections 815, 815.2 and 820.2, both
the Board and the employee would be immune from liability for
injury based on any act or omission resulting from the employee’s
exercise of discretion. An act constitutes an exercise of
discretion if it occurs during the "planning” level, rather than
the "operational" level of decisionmaking. See Taylor v. Buff 172
Cal .App.3d 384 (1985). It is likely that any errors in judgment
made by Board employees would be made while mapping out a
strategy to meet the 50% mandate. Such a stage would likely be
held to be the "planning" level of decisionmaking, and thus,
neither the Board nor the employee would be liable. Note,
however, there would be liability if the employee‘’s acts were
ministerial in nature, requiring mere implementation of a plan or
"rubber stamp” type activities. This means that employee
activities should not occur at the ministerial level.

Furthermore, the city/county may argue that based on Government
Code section 895.2, the board and the city/county are jointly and
severally liable for the fines imposed for failure to meet the
50% mandate. This section provides:

Whenever any public entities enter into an agreement,

they are jointly and severally liable upon any

liability which is imposed by any law other than this

chapter upon any one of the entities or upon any entity

created by the agreement for injury caused by a

negligent or wrongful act or omission occurring in the

performance of such agreement.
The weakness in this argument lies in the fact that an
administrative civil penalty is not a tort judgment intended to
make a wronged defendant whole. The aim of the civil penalties is
encouraging compliance with regulatory standards; the funds are
used to further aid cities/counties in reaching compliance with
the diversion requirements. Recognition of this essential.
distinction compels the conclusion that the Board could not
possibly be liable for any part of a penalty imposed on a
city/county by the Board.

S. Impact on Board Review of Plans and Imposition of Penalties

Despite the fact that the Board may have the legal authority to
provide assistance to jurisdictions and to impose a penalty for
noncompliance, Board employee involvement in preparing or
implementing a plan might still negatively impact Board review of
plans and imposition of penalties.

First, any plans that are prepared with Board employee assistance
would also be reviewed by Board staff which would then be making
recommendations to the Board. Even though the review would not

be done by the same staff members that assisted in preparing the
plan, review of these plans by co-workers might create an Q£L
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appearance of bias in reviewing these plans.

Second, if a jurisdiction that fails to submit a plan or fails to
implement the plan alleges that the noncompliance was the fault
of a loaned Board employee, then the Board may be put in the
difficult position -of reviewing its own employee’s performance
rather than focusing on the jurisdiction’s performance. This
issue would, at the very least, distract the Board from the true
focus of the review and make the review more complicated. These
allegations might also create an appearance of bias similar to
the type noted above.

C. Non-lLegal Considerations :
Several other issues must be analyzed if the Board provides its

employees to help cities/counties with diversion programs:

1. Budget
A primary issue regarding assignments of Board employees is
whether the Board or the city/county will pay the employee’s
salary and benefits (either option is authorized by 2 CCR section
426) . The ultimate financial responsibility for diversion
programs is with the city/county (PRC section 419200). However,
the Board is also authorized to assist cities/counties pursuant
to PRC section 41910. Since both the Board and cities/counties
have some amount of responsibility, the Board would need to
consider whether it could expend funds and the impact on other
Board programs. If the city/county agreed to reimburse the Board
for the employee, the Board could get a limited term employee to
replace that person. 1In that case, budget considerations would
be minimal (i.e. staff time to process applications for
assistance, preparing interjurisdictional agreements, etc.}.
Replacement staff could be hired even if the city/county did not
reimburse the Board for the loaned employee, but the Board would
then have to pay a second salary for a new employee to do the
work of the loaned employee.

2. Staff workload
There are several issues regarding the work previously done by an
employee who is sent to assist a city/county. If a replacement
staff is not hired, then what happens to the workload of the.
loaned employee? If the work is redistributed to others, do
remaining staff then work overtime? Or are some projects simply
not done? The Board currently has a no overtime policy.

3. Perception of Board Liability
If the Board provides its staff to help a city/county prepare,

adopt or implement a diversion program, the Board still maintains
authority to take enforcement action if a city/county fails to
submit an adeguate waste management plan, or fails to implement
the plan. However, there could be a perception of Board liability
or responsibility, even though the legal duty for the diversion
plan remains solely with the city/county. This incorrect
perception could create a public relations problem, which could
likely be avoided by good communication between the Board and the
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ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF THE GETTING TO 50% INITIATIVE CONCEPTS
ASSIGNED TO THE LOCAL ASSISTANCE AND PLANNING
COMMITTEE:

A. STRATEGY #17: PROVIDE MODELS FOR EFFECTIVE DIVERSION
AND PROGRAM COMPARISON

B. STRATEGY #23: CONTINUE TC FOCUS ON DIVERSION PROGRAMS
IMPLEMENTED, NOT JUST ACHIEVEMENT OF NUMERICAL GOALS
C. STRATEGY #25: MEASURE NUMERICAL GOAL ACHIEVEMENT RBY

COUNTY, REGION, OR STATE, NOT BY INDIVIDUAL CITY OR
UNINCORPORATED COUNTY

D. STRATEGY #26: DEVELOP SOLUTIONS TO PROBLEMS WITH
MEASURING GOAIL: ACHIEVEMENT

E. STRATEGY #27: COORDINATE BOARD TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO
SPECIFIC CITY/COUNTY AND CONTINUE SHIFT FROM PLANNING
TO DIVERSION PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ASSISTANCE

F. STRATEGY #28: PROVIDE CITIES/COUNTIES IMPLEMENTATION
TOOLS SUCH AS CASE STUDIES/MODELS
G. STRATEGY #29: FACILITATE PARTNERSHIPS BETWEEN BOARD,

CITIES, COUNTIES, AND PRIVATE ENTITIES TO TAKE
ADVANTAGE OF ECONOMIES OF SCALE IN ACHIEVING 50%
DIVERSION GOAL

I. SUMMARY

At its January meeting, the Board directed each Committee to
consider selected items from the 50% Initiative Staff Proposal
and present recommended actions to the Board in March. This
agenda item will allow Local Assistance & Planning Committee con-
sideration of the following 50% Initiative concepts:

17. Provide models .for effective diversion and program
comparison.

23. Continue to focus on diversion programs implemented, not
just achievement of numerical goals.

25. Measure numerical goal achievement by county, region, or
state, not by individual city or unincorporated county.
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26. Develop solutions to problems with measuring goal
achievement.

27. Coordinate Board technical assistance to specific
city/county. Continue shift from planning to diversion
program implementation assistance.

28. Provide cities/counties implementation tools such as case
studies/models. -

29. Facilitate partnerships between Board, cities, counties, and
private entities to take advantage of economies of scale in
achieving 50% diversion goal.

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION
The Local Assistance and Planning Committee had not considered

this item at the time this Item was prepared for the Board
Meeting.

IIiI. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

Specific options related to each concept are found in the
Analysis Section below. In general, the Board may choose to:

1. direct staff to further investigate one or more concepts for
implementation; or

2. approve a modification to the concept and direct staff to
further investigate the modified concept.

3. not investigate further one or more of the. concepts.

IV. ANALYSIS

A brief staff analysis for each concept to be considered by the

Board. Each discussion includes: 1) the concept raised in the

50% initiative process; 2} Board work on the concept to date; 3)
relationship of the concept to other Board activities and other

work; 4) key issues if the concept is pursued further; 5) staff

recommended strategy from the January 1997 50% Initiative Board

agenda item; and 6) other strategy options which include not .
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pursuing the concept further and possible modifications to the
concept. .

~ONCEPT #17. Provid lels £ ffect ] 3 . ;

comparison.

This concept consists of ideas which included: 1) developing a
model program handbook that would list successful types of
municipal diversion programs and provide case studies; 2)
improving quantitative basis for local decision making,
maximizing impact, cost effectiveness, etc. through models
designed by Board-led decision making workshops; and 3) providing
uplink/downlink capability to increase participation in Board
training/workshops for and with partners.

This concept is similar to Concept 28, but there was more
emphasis on models which allow comparison. Staff has included
information on comparative models here and in Concept 28,
discussion focuses on requests for case studies and additional
tools. '

Providing successful model programs and comparison models of
various programs to cities, counties and private industry would
serve as valuable planning tools, helping to make programs more
effective in reaching 50 percent diversion. Effective is defined
as those activities and programs which produce relatively high
diversion results with low program costs. Cities, counties and
private industry would be able to draw upon the information,
selecting the right mix to increase waste diversion. The proposed
models would be expansions of existing models or development of
new models. 1In evaluating the concept, it was assumed that the
models would be practical and relevant, serve cities, counties
and private industry needs, and take less than one year to be
developed.

This is an expansion of existing Board programs and no
legislation would be required.
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Board Work opn Concept to Date

The Board has already developed several models to assist with
waste prevention and diversion, including the Facility Cost Model
which provides planning information on construction and operation
of IWM facilities, and the Collection Cost Model which provides
planning information on residential collection of recyclables.

In addition, Board staff has developed model contracts for
private businesses collecting recyclable materials at State
offices in areas outside the Sacramento area (currently in the
San Francisco Bay area and the Riverside/Orange Counties area).
These contracts are serving as a model to local government for
their programs, especially since these contracts have been
revenue generating.

The -Waste Characterization Database should be available in the
next few months. Characterization information by business or
business type can be used to determine the most effective
diversion programs, collection, and diversion facility needs.

Board staff is currently developing the Automated DPiversion
Planning Tool (ADPT) to assist jurisdictions in comparing a range
of diversion programs before selecting and implementing the
diversion programs.

E ] . ] * : ] E i E » .-. i : ] !I ]

All the Board’'s current efforts recognize that successful
diversion/collection programs need to be tied to successful
market development activities.

The Waste Characterization Database is valuable information for
helping to determine the most cost effective Board focus in a

~variety of areas including, but not limited to, market

4q

development assistance, public education, and partnership and
leveraging activities. . '
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Among the numerous rescurces outside the Board are the federal
government, industry and other states’ case studies on successful
programs and web sites on the internet.

Key Isgues

e Models can save jurisdictions significant amounts of time and
money . . :

* Ongoing database and model maintenance is needed to keep
information current, pertinent, and useful.

¢ Preparation of new models will take considerable time.
Jurisdictions need information quickly to be able to utilize
it in time to divert additional materials to meet the 50%
diversion goal.

¢ Jurisdictions also need technical support to select -the most
appropriate models and to customize the models to be most
effectively implemented in their particular jurisdiction.

Previous comments on models indicate that users need assistance
to assess the relevance of a model to the user’s situation.

r B 3 K if ; ,

There would be some additional cost to the Board through
increased contract funds or staff assigned to develop the models.

1) Expand work with cities, counties and private industry to
identify successful, effective programs and the conditions that
result in a successful diversion program.

This task can be labor. intensive and time consuming. Numerous
contacts to each entity will need to be made to obtain the
necessary information on successful programs. Once the program
descriptions are complete, the descriptions will need to be
maintained for correct contact names and phone numbers.

2) Identify whether additicnal or modified diversion program
comparison models are needed once existing models are available.

50
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3) Develop descriptions of models and products highlighting
effective programs.

Staff will prepare detailed descriptions of successful programs,
costs, and reasons/conditions which contributed to the programs’
success for distribution to jurisdictions.

4) Assist local decision-makers on deciding what programs would
work in their jurisdiction.

Staff would assist jurisdiction staff to use/customize models to
identify and evaluate and how they relate to the needs of the
jurisdiction.

5) Provide ongoing maintenance of existing models and databases
keep information up-to-date and useful.

Any expansion of current efforts will require additicnal
resources, especially if models and databases are to be
established and maintained.

Staff Recommended Strateqy

Staff recommends the Board direct staff to: 1) work with cities,
counties and private industry. to identify successful, effective

-programs; 2} identify additional diversion program comparison

Sl

models needed; and 3) develop propeosals on meodels and products
highlighting effective programs for Board consideration.

Other Strategy Options

Other strategy options are:

1} Not to pursue the concept further.

2) Develop a “how-to” guide that enables local staff to customize

models and implement selected programs with less direct guidance
from Board staff.




California Integrated Waste Management Board Agenda Item 11
March 25, 1997 Page 7

This concept included a number of suggestions that included 1)
changing the law to emphasize diversion program implementation;
and 2) placing more emphasis on diversion than accounting.

" There has been considerable confusion about the current statute
which requires that the Board examine diversion program
implementation as well as goal measurement. The Board is required
by law to implement this concept.

Since current statute requires it, no legislative change would be
needed to implement the concept.

Board Work on Concept to Date

The Board has developed several mechanisms, some in statute, that
provide flexibility in achieving mandated diversion goals as long
as approved programs are implemented and “good faith” effort is
demonstrated. Some of these apply specifically to rural
jurisdictions while others are available to all jurisdictions.

Current statute requires communities to undertake minimum
implementation of core programs in SRREs for predominant waste
types, public sector diversion and procurement, and public
information and education and other diversion efforts that are

- “feasible.” The Board has allowed reascnable time extensions in
meeting the diversiocn goals, provided that a jurisdiction is
working towards the maximum feasible program implementation
through source reduction, recycling, and composting.

The Board adopted a CIWMP enforcement policy that analyzes
various scenarios of both program implementation and diversion
requirements. This policy includes criteria to assist
jurisdictions and Board staff in determining program
effectiveness, market conditions, sufficient funding, and
reasonable time frames for program implementation. During the
review of annual reports submitted by local jurisdictions, staff
will make recommendations related to the level of implementation
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that each jurisdiction has achieved, as well as examining
achievement of numerical goals.

In addition, staff routinely provides technical assistance to
jurisdictions to assist in the preparation of planning documents,
the implementation of waste reduction programs, and the
measurement of program success.

lationshi | : Activities/Outside Parties:

Many jurisdictions, including a large proportion of smaller
jurisdictions, have expressed concerns that planning and goal
measurement take limited resources away from diversion program
implementation. They argue they would be more successful if the
“‘numbers achievement” was less important and more effort could be
devoted to implementation.

Others have stated that, without careful planning and the
measurement of success, jurisdictions would not be able to fund
those programs which have the greatest impact and discontinue
those which are less effective. Planning and goal measurement to
them are as important as program implementation.

Key Issueg:

The key issues surrounding this concept are confusion about the
current statute which requires both diversion program
implemeﬁtation and goal measurement and the relative weight of
program implementation and goal measurement as the Board
considers whether jurisdictions have met the requirements of the
IWMA. :

Some jurisdictions, such as the smaller ones, may believe getting
programs implemented and informing businesses and residents about
waste reduction are more important than careful attention to
'disposal reduction measurement. Other jurisdictions, where
implementation is well underway, may believe measurement is
particularly important to guide resources to the most effective
programs over the next 2-3 years.
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CIWMP Enforcement Part 2: Plan Implementation provides guidelines
during the review of annual reports and in biennial reviews, but
local government officials may not be aware of the various
scenarios that could apply to their situations. In some cases, a
jurisdiction may be implementing all planned programs and not
meeting their diversion requirement. If a good faith - -effort has
been made, then the Board will need to assess the conditions
which prevented the jurisdiction from meeting its goal. Other
issues such as regional markets, targeted materials, and
technology improvements may be considered.

Focusing on both disposal reduction and program implementation
provides a “check and balance”: Do the implemented programs
account for the disposal reduction achieved? Do the results from
one balance the results of the other?

Future Board Work if Board Approves Concept

Any changes approved by the Board requiring legislative or
regulatory will require appropriate staff resources to complete
the needed work. If the Board directs staff to provide
additional technical assistance to local jurisdictions to
implement diversion programs, the additional resource needs is
dependent upon the extent of added assistance provided.

Staff Recommended Strategy:
Staff recommends that the Board direct staff to develop a method
to educate local entities about existing statute and Board

pelicies regarding diversion program implementation and goal
measurement .

Qther Options:

The Board may choose to:

. recommend pursuing changes in legislation to assess only a -
jurisdiction's program implementation effort.

. recommend pursuing changes in legislation to focus only on

goal achievement.

a4
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. not pursue educating local entities about statutory
reguirements regarding diversion program implementation and
goal measurement.

Many goal measurement issues are tied to problems with allocating
waste to 531 individual cites and counties. This problem
developed in the base-year when waste at landfills serving
multiple cites or counties was allocated primarily based on
population. Prior to this time, there was no standard system for
measuring waste disposal at the jurisdiction level. Instead,
there were only state requirements for tracking quarterly
disposal tonnage at the landfill level, which usually represented
waste disposeéd from multiple jurisdictions. As a result, many
incorrect assumptions were made in the base-year waste generation
studies when tonnage were allocated to individuval jurisdictions.
For example, many generation amounts for a multi-jurisdiction
area were allocated to individual jurisdictions based on
population. It is now known that population does not accurately
represent waste generated by businesses, and businesses generate
about 55% of the California waste stream.

.Many of the issues in the current jurisdiction-specific disposal

55

measurement system relate to the difficulty in determining from
what city or county the waste is delivered. For example, many
haulers have routes that are multi-jurisdictional, and
jurisdiction boundaries are not easily identified, so waste
generated from one jurisdiction may be incorrectly attributed to
another jurisdiction. There would be fewer issues with goal
measurement and less potential for error if goal achievement was
measured instead at the county, regional or state level.

Current statute requires goal achievement to be measured either
at the jurisdiction level, or, optionally, at a regional level.
Therefore, this concept would require a legislative change if
current requirements were changed to mandate measuring goal
achievement at a county, regional, or state level.
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Board Work on Concept to Date

In January 1996, the Local Assistance and Planning Committee
(LAPC) authorized the formation of a working group, and
contracted with Dr. Eugene Tseng, to address base-year and
reporting year accuracy concerns. The working group met
throughout 1996 and in early 1997 to discuss the issues and to
develop scolution options for jurisdictions with inaccurate waste
measurements. Many of the problems identified by the working
group were related to the difficulty in guantifying waste at a
jurisdiction-specific level. The recommendations of the working
group for correcting or resolving the measurement inaccuracies
are presented in a separate Board agenda item this month. One of
the solutions recommended by the working group was to encourage
jurisdictions to take advantage of the current statutory option
to form regional agencies for measuring goal achievement.

There has been some working group discussion about the idea of
revising statute to reguire goal measurement at a county, region,
or statewide level like this concept proposes, but no research
has been conducted on the potential impacts, costs or benefit to
individual jurisdictions, counties, current regions, the Board,
or the state from such a change.

Relationshi j L Activiti 1 ot |

This concept relates to the Board's required determination of
whether plans have been implemented to meet the goal, and the up-
coming biennial review and the Board's assessment of whether
jurisdictions have met the requirements of the law, or whether to
impose a penalty for non-compliance.

Key Issues

Under current statute, forming a region for measuring goal
achievement is an option open to jurisdictions. Regions can be
advantageous to both the members of a region, and to the Board,
because a regional agency may report to the Board as a single
entity, and thus eliminate many of the allocation and/or

5k
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reporting errors. However, because of concerns with potential
liability for Board penalties and various political reasons, many
jurisdictions are reluctant to form regions.

Revising statute to reguire reporting goal achievement at the
county, region, or state level would reduce allocation and
reporting errors, but would reguire legislative change to
implement. Current law has a direct link between a ,
jurisdiction’s or approved region’s goal measurement and Board
consideration of whether the regquirements of the law are met. A
change to measuring the goals for a larger area without assigning
responsibility for implementing programs to achieve the goals
could cause some jurisdictions to reduce program implementation
due to reduced accountability. Such a change would need to
include consideration of how the Board loocked at program
implementation and goal measurement. For example, statute would
have to be revised to specify who had the authority to enforce
program implementation; who would be responsible if the goal was
not met; and how that would be determined. One approach might be
to require jurisdictions to implement specific diversion programs
form the SRRE and have less flexibility than currently found in
the Board's CIWMP Enforcement Policy which uses goal measurement
as the trigger for looking at programs more closely. Current
statute allows jurisdictions to implement diversion programs of
their choice,

This concept would reduce time spent by haulers, facility
operators, counties, and/or regions in collecting and reporting
disposal reporting information, and Board staff time in reviewing
the information would also be reduced. This concept could also
reduce Board staff time spent on reviewing each city’s and
county’s planning documents.

An argument against measuring goal achievement on a larger area
than a jurisdiction-specific level is that some jurisdictions may
choose to take less responsibility for implementing diversion
programs than they would if held individually responsible for
program implementation and goal achievement.
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Future Board Work if Board Approves the Concept

DPLA staff would need to prepare a report on the issues
associated with changing the required area used for measuring
goal achievement. The work could be contracted out, but that
would reguire either a new contract, or an augmentation of an
existing Interagency Agreement. The report could include an
analysis of this concept and a recommendation to either maintain
the status quo, to revise the current measuring system in some
way, or to change the current system to place more emphasis on
implementing diversion programs. Such a report could likely take
several months to prepare, and any recommended changes could
regquire legislative changes. 1If the legislative changes were
made, Board regulations would be needed, and jurisdictions would
need to change their current systems accordingly.

Modifying the concept to remove current legislative disincentives
for regional agencies would not require additional staff work or
contract augmentation.

Staff Recommended Strategy

Staff recommends the Board request a report from staff on issues
associated with changing the required area used for measuring
goal achievement. Based on that report and subsequent Board
discussion, it is recommended the Board decide whether to pursue
Board-sponsored legislation.

Other Strategy Options
The Board could choose to:

1) not to pursue the concept further;

2) pursue legislation that removes current financial i
disincentives for forming a region (i.e., a fine of potentiall
$10,000/day multiplied by the number of member agencies in the
region if the goal is not met).
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This concept included suggestions which ranged from: 1) develop
information on disaster waste and goal measurement; 2) establish
a new base-year when measurement accuracy problems are solved;
and 3) improve methods for identifying orphan diverted wastes at
MRFs.

As stated in the concept 25, there have been measurement
inaccuracies which developed during the base-year when
measurement issues and the sources of waste generation were less
well known. Inaccuracies have also been identified with disposal
tonnage reported by jurisdiction under the current disposal
reporting system. This concept would expand on existing
activities to add work on various types of measurement issues
that has not yet started. The Board's Measurement Accuracy
Working Group (composed of representatives from local government
and the solid waste industry) is working with staff and Dr. Tseng
under an Interagency Agreement (IAA) to develop soclutions and
corrections to measurement inaccuracies.

This suggestion would modify an existing Board program and,
depending on the solutions developed, could require legislation.

Board Work on Concept to Date

Board staff has reviewed and studied the documents, reports, and
goal achievement calculations required from each jurisdiction.

As a result, Board staff has identified numerous areas of concern
related to the base-year measurements that jurisdictions included
in their initial SRREs. '

As mentioned in the concept 25 above, the Board’s Measurement
Accuracy Working Group met throughout 1996 and in early 1997 to
discuss issues related to measurement inaccuracies, and to
develop solution options for jurisdictions with inaccurate waste
measurements. The recommendations of the working group for
correcting or resolving the measurement inaccuracies are
presented in a separate Board agenda item this month. One of the
solutions recommended by the working group is to allow
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jurisdictions to establish a new base-year from which to measure
goal achievement, using more current and more accurate data.

The issues related to disaster waste and improving methods for
identifying orphan diverted wastes at MRFs as they relate to
measuring goal achievement will need additional work to resolve.

E ] ) ] . : ] E j E ) . 2 ) i Q ] Il ]

In addition to the Working Group mentioned above, there are
numerous other activities related to the base-year and other goal
measurement issues, including: Board staff review of local plans
(Revised SRREs, Household Hazardous Waste Elements, and
Nondisposal Facility Elements); Board staff review of local
jurisdiction annual reports; Board staff coordination of the
Disposal Reporting System; and the Board's biennial review and
goal measurement process. '

Key Issues

The IWMA required establishment of a base-year and set forth Very'
broad instructions for goal measurement. Changing the methods
now could be considered too extreme and/or counter to the
original intent of the law. Because AB 2494 changed the
reporting system in 1992, any additional changes now could be
seen as "changing the rules" again, and could result in
confusion. It might also raise concerns that approved plans or
past reports would need to be revised and resubmitted.

While most affected parties would probably welcome open, flexible
and optional base-year/goal measurement solutions, prescriptive
or mandatory solutions that resulted in increased costs and/or
staff-time would not be so well received.

At the jurisdiction level, the reliability of the goal
measurement system may never be extremely high. At the
jurisdiction level there are many complications, many other
factors interfere and potential problems arise. As a result,
even with additional efforts, there may still be a number of
jurisdictions for which it will be virtually impossible to
determine an accurate and reliable diversion rate.

(N
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Many jurisdictions are very concerned with -the potential fines
associated with goal measurement. As a result, they may be very
wary of any solutions that result in a lower corrected diversion
rate for their jurisdiction, even if the lower number is more
accurate. ’

The most far-reaching solution would be to require all
jurisdictions to prepare a new base-year. This would result in
the most accurate information for planning and goal measurement,
but could result in new costs such as contracts for studies
and/or a large amount of new efforts by local jurisdictions.
However, these new costs could be minimized by allowing
jurisdictions to use Board-developed tools to gather information
on their waste streams.

Euture Board Work if Board Approves the Concept

In a separate March Board agenda item, staff is presenting the
Measurement Accufacy Working Group's proposed sclution options
jurisdictions can use to correct inaccuracies in their base-year
or reporting year waste measurements, including establishing a
new base-year. One of the other suggestions mentioned in this
concept, i.e., “develop information on disaster waste and goal
measurement”, was part of another existing Interagency Agreement.
The results of that study show there is currently a lack of
disaster waste-related data available, and that further work is
needed to obtain that information. The other suggestion
mentioned in this concept, i.e. “improve methods for identifying

orphan diverted wastes at MRFs”, would need to be researched and
a report prepared on related issues for Board consideration.

Subsequent to Board discussion, it is recommended the Board
decide whether to pursue Board sponsored legislation related to
disaster wastes and goal measurement, and/or identifying orphan
diverted wastes at MRFs. If directed by the Board, staff would
develop a staff proposal containing proposed legislative language
for Board consideration. If legislative changes became
effective, Board regulations would need to be revised
accordingly.
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If the information on disaster-related waste and goal measurement
is to be collected and analyzed, and/or methods for identifying
orphan diverted wastes at MRFs researched under contract, a new
contract would need to be developed, or an existing Interagency
Agreement would need to be expanded. A working group could also
" be formed to assist in the research, comprised of local
jurisdictions and related industry representatives at minimal
costs related to participating in the working group.

Resolving measurement issues may have some costs for cities,
counties and the waste management industry in the short term, but
could lead to savings in the long term.

Staff Recommended Strategy

Staff recommends the Board request a report from staff on
problems with measuring goal achievement related to disaster
waste and methods to identify orphan diverted wastes at MRFs.
Based on that report and subsequent Board discussion, it is
recommended the Board decide whether to pursue Board-sponsored
legislation.

Othex Strategy Options:

The Board could:

1) choose not to pursue the concept further;

2) direct staff to solicit further input from local
jurisdictions, counties, the solid waste industry, and other
interested parties on how best to fine-tune or overhaul the goal
measurement process; ' <

3) direct staff to prepare an agenda item and develop proposed
legislative language (if needed) to pursue solutions to
identified goal measurement challenges.

LY
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Ideas in this concept include: 1) increasing assistance in
establishing regional diversion facilities; 2) identifying local
needs by county and city and developing specific programs to
assist in implementation; and 3) providing cities and counties
with focused customer service using Board staff teams from a
variety of program areas.

Cities and counties are responsible for 50% disposal reduction.
The cities and counties are not always able to access Board
assistance from various programs in a coordinated manner. Staff
designated as each city’'s or county’s point of contact have been
focused on document review, leaving little time for coordinating
assistance to meet individual city or county or regional needs.
Staff concentrated in the Sacramento area are not readily

- accessible to address the unique needs of northern cities and
counties or the bulk of the waste stream in Southern California
cities and counties.

Implementing ideas within this concept may require some increased Q
staff time and resources in addition to staff currently providing
assistance. This concept could be developed and implemented in a

relatively short time frame. While the Board has several good

assistance programs, currently only informal coordination of

assistance takes place. Coordinated technical assistance

programs to meet regional or local conditions is likely to result

in greater diversion for cities and counties which are

responsible for meeting the 50% mandate.

Some additional programs may be needed and existing programs
would need additional dedicated resources for implementation.
Legislation would be required.

Board Work on Concept to Date

Assisting cities and counties has been a major Board activity
since passage of the IWMA. Staff assists jurisdictions to
effectively implement the identified programs and to measure
results. In February, 1995, the Board approved “Twenty-Five by
Ninety-Five” that included direction for the staff to assist

W ®
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jurisdictions to meet their planning and diversion requirements
of the IWMA. Staff has aggressively pursued that direction.

Staff is currently preparing a legislative proposal to streamline
planning requirements for cities and counties as a result of
Governor Wilson's California Competes Initiative.

Relationshi oLl 3 i : o] |

Staff throughout the Board that are involved in providing
technical program assistance for specific city or county waste
management needs include the Office of Local Assistance; Waste
Characterization & Analysis Branch; Public Education & Program
Assistance Branch; Used 0il and Household Hazardous Waste Branch;
Public Affairs Office; Policy and Analysis Office; Permitting and
Enforcement Division; Secondary Materials Assistance Branch;
Recycling Business Assistance Branch; Waste Prevention, Business
Education & Assistance Branch; and Secondary Materials Compliance
& Technology Branch. All outreach is targeted to integrated
waste management including waste prevention, diversion
‘assistance, market development, and environmentally safe
disposal.

A variety of entities outside of the Board are also involved in
providing technical program assistance for specific city or
county waste management needs (including the California
Environmental Protection Agency; California Department of
Conservation; California Resources Agency; California State
Association of Counties; League of California Cities; the Solid
Waste Association of North America; Regional Council of Rural
Counties; California Resource Recovery Association; and
California Compost Quality Council). Opportunities certainly
exist to better coordinate the efforts of these entities and the
Board to maximize waste disposal reduction throughout the state.

Key Issueg

Given the extensive list of Board units working to assist local
jurisdictions and the comprehensive group of outside agencies,
the concept could focus efforts to:

&4
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* coordinate activities
¢ avoid overlap and duplication
e ensure a “comprehensive” message.

Coordinating staff efforts could reduce staff and travel costs.
Increasing assistance available to cities and counties could
increase the need for staff resources and travel costs.

The major issues will be resources available for staff and
travel. Determining criteria to identify jurisdictions to target
and the form the implementation assistance will take will
determine the added costs to the Board. Given the decline in the
Board's revenues, an issue is the balance increasing assistance
to cities and counties and the delivery of other types of
assistance. '

Future Board Work if Board Approves the Concept

If approved, the Board staff could:

e Identify city and county requests for additional assistance.

¢ Determine criteria to prioritize the requests.

¢ Identify methods to improve internal communication
opportunities to help all staff be aware of cooperative
opportunities,

e Identify the most cost effective forms of providing
implementation assistance and, if appropriate, present these
in agenda items.

As approved by the Board, the shift from planning assistance to
program implementation assistance may have no budget
implications. 1If, however, the “shift” alsc includes “expansion”
of assistance, staff needs will increase accordingly.

Staff will continue to develop the legislative proposal to
streamline planning regquirements.

X
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Staff Recommended Strategy

Staff recommends the Board direct staff to: 1) expand use of the
current informal practice of interdivisional teams working with
individual cities, counties or regions on program implementation

issues; and 2) pursue Board-sponsored legislation to streamllne
planning document preparation and reporting.

Other Strategy Options

The Board could choose not to expand this concept beyond current
levels or to provide guidance to staff to identify specific
jurisdictions to target (or which weould not be targeted) and the
specific assistance to offer.

Ideas in this concept include: 1) developing information on
diversion program financing options; 2) increasing the gquantity
of example documents available through the Office of Local
Assistance library; 3) developing model contracts for city and
county use; and 4) increasing the number and type of case studies
available from the Board.

Cities and counties are experiencing increased requirements due
to Federal -and State legislation, which is shifting
responsibility for funding programs to counties and cities. This
decreases funding available for waste diversion activities.
Developing tools and models at the state level provides cost-
effective assistance to cities and counties which face waste
diversion budget decreases.

Assistance tools can be used across the state. Disposal
reduction, while localized, can increase through use of Board-
developed tools. Existing Board tools and models, such as the
‘Model Siting Element, have proven useful to cities and counties
in meeting mandates.
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Tool and model development can occur within the Board's existing
programmatic structure. Legislation would not be required.

Board Work on Concept to Date

The concept is an expansion of existing Board activities since
the passage of the IWMA. Documents already provided in model
format include the Nondisposal Facility Element, Siting Element,
Summary Plan, Annual Report, Facility Cost Model, and Curbside
Collection Cost Meodel. Additionally, the Office of Local
Assistance Library (OLA Library) provides model documents
developed by jurisdictions as examples in seven categories: 1)
ordinances/policies; 2) contractsyagreements; 3) Request For
Proposals/Request For Qualifications; 4) funding sources; 5)
public education materials; 6) rural cooperatives; and 7) other
miscellaneous.

The Board has also provided jurisdictions with examples of public
education information such as the Business Kit, Backyard '
Composting Information Kit, Backyard Composting Video, Office
Paper Reduction Kit, Grasscycling Education Materials for
Landscapers, downloadable clip-art for use by jurisdictions who
develop their own materials, and many pamphlets and posters for
all types of waste reduction activities.

Existing case studies include WRAP award case studies on
Internet, the rural cookbook which is currently being updated to
include more California examples and more funding opportunities,
and the schools program case studies which describe successful
school diversion programs. Staff is currently working on a MRF
project identify the different types of MRF and compiling
information intec a MRF database.

Existing databases include the Solid Waste Information System
(SWIS), Disposal Characterization, Disposal Reporting System
(DRS), CALF Disposal Capacity Database and Recycling Collection
Program Database. The Planning and Annual Report Infdrmation
System (PARIS), Diversion Information, Economic Database and
Waste Characterization Database are under development.
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In addition, the Automated Diversion Planning Tool (ADPT), a
planning tool for jurisdictions to evaluate alternative diversion
programs based upon regional data., is being developed and tested
for statewide distribution.

Existing "how-to" reports include the Permit Desk Manual last
updated in June 1992 and LEA advisories.

Other Board activities in this same area include: development of
a Used 0il manual, HHW profile sheets and fact sheets, and the
Public Affairs Office materials for jurisdictions’ public
education and information efforts. 1In addition, the Household
Hazardous Waste Grant Section holds household hazardous waste
information exchange to share -local government successes in
implementing programs.

Relationshi ot) 3 Activiti 3 O] ol

The concept suggested is a continuation and expansion of current
Board projects listed above.

Key Issues

Jurisdictions have asked for the development and expansion of
assistance tools due to reductions in local staffing and funding.
Rural jurisdictions in particular have asked for assistance
because program operation costs are higher due economies of scale
and distance to markets.

Jurisdictions have asked that assistance materials be simple and
easy to use. The Board's goal in developing any models,
databases, case-studies, or guidance documents is to be as brief,
easy-to-understand, and user-friendly as possible. Assistance
tools should -also be kept current by quickly updating materials
based on statutory, regulatory, and other changes. In many
cases, the differences between jurisdictions may mean they have
different priorities and needs. In these situations, the
jurisdictions may need additional assistance to carefully assess
the models and case studies with their particular conditions in

L8



N

California Integrated Waste Management Board Agenda Item 11
March 25, 1997 Page 24

mind, customize the programs to better fit their needs, and
implement the selected strategies.

Given the decline in the Board’'s revenues, an issue is the
balance between the development of new tools and the delivery of
other types of assistance.

Future Board Woxk if Board Approves the Concept

To ensure that staff develop or expand on what jurisdictions
would use, staff could compile information from jurisdictions of
various sizes and locations to identify the models and case-
studies which would be most helpful. Results would be
summarized, and based on the summary, projects would be
prioritized: those ranking highest will be developed first and
distributed as completed through the internet, the Board’s
Hotline, and regular distribution avenues. In addition, the
Board could consider a multi-track conference or workshop,
including presenters from the Board, local governments, and
private business, to explain and distribute information about
successful programs.

Some additional Board staff and resources would be needed for
tool development, production, and distribution. Some time would
be required to develop and distribute the tools.

Staff Recommended Strategy

Staff recommends the Board direct staff to: 1) work with cities
and counties to determine the most useful or needed tools and
models; and 2) prepare a plan to prioritize, develop and
distribute the tools and models.

Other Strategy Options

The Board could also choose not to develop more models, case-
studies, or examples.
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This concept includes suggestions which range from: 1)
facilitating dialogue between haulers, cities, counties and
businesses to increase diversion; 2) looking for opportunities to
combine diversion efforts among state facilities, city and county
offices, and private businesses; and 3} assisting cities,
counties and /or businesses/chambers of commerce in forming
voluntary waste reduction cocalitions similar to the Paper
Reduction Coalition.

. While cities and counties are mandated to reduce disposal, with
few exceptions private industry has no such mandates. Fostering
cooperative relationships between government and industry will
not only develop a climate for expanding diversion practices but
also create economies of scale resulting in reduced costs to all
parties.

Partnerships can maximize the effectiveness of available
resources and maximize diversion.. Ideas in this concept can be
pursued immediately.

Successful partnerships require common goals and priorities. The
Board has found success in current and past partnerships; this
concept would further the work currently being accomplished.

This concept does not require legislation or regulatory changes.

Board Work on Concept to Date

Board staff has reviewed some of the more recent efforts to
develop partnerships among private and public entities. The
Board has recently completed contracts with the League of Cities
(LOC}, the California State Association of Counties (CSAC), and
DDB Needham, whose objectives were to foster public/private
partnerships. Partnerships that were fostered through these
contracts and other efforts included workshops addressing issues
of green waste, composting, markets, household hazardous waste,
landfill issues, and public education. The “Shop Smart Campaign”

o
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in the San Francisco/Bay Area, the Hotel Waste Reduction

workshops, the local “Media Workshops” designed to help local
cfficials to address media issues related to waste management,
and the “Composting Workshops” are just a few of the numerous
activities that came out of these public/private partnerships.

The Waste Characterization Adjustment Method, the Automated
Diversion Planning Tool, and Measurement Accuracy Working Groups
all relied heavily on working in partnership. The donation of
services and information have greatly exceeded the Board contract
moneys expended for the products.

There are other public/private partnerships that have occurred
over the last few years that were not the result of a contract.
The Board has been able to enter into partnership agreements with
private and public entities. For example, the Schools Section
continues to provide “Closing the Loop” workshops often with the
support of private industry and the local public entities.
Support from private industry and the local public entities may
include such items as providing refreshments and/or lunches to
the teachers attending the workshops, transportation to waste
management facilities, and in some cases, providing a Board-
trained trainer with the materials at their own expense. There
have been times when private industry and local entities have
requested that the Board conduct specific workshops directed at a
specific waste issue other than schools. Workshops directed to
small businesses and green waste composting have often been
conducted with the support of these entities through their
financial and in/kind contributions.

Currently there are seven existing public/private partnerships

that have been developed by the Waste Prevention and Market

Development Division, some of which have existed for over two

years. They include the Promotion of Grasscycling where staff

has entered into an agreement with a leading lawn mower

manufacturer to promote the benefits of grasscycling; the Yard

Waste Prevention Outreach Partnership that seeks to get hardware

and home improvement stores to distribute Board brochures and

posters to customers; and the Private Buy Recycled Strategy

Alliances with the Recycled Paper Coalition, the Alliance of .
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Motion Picture and Television Producers, and a number of regional
building and construction alliances to promote the purchase of
recycled content products. Other partnerships include support
for the California Compost Quality Council, Compost
Demonstrations Projects, placement of advertisements in the
Construction Blue Book, and participation in the Annual WestPac
Conference.

Board efforts to encourage cities and counties to form regional
agencies would allow the local jurisdictions to take advantage of
economies of scale. Staff has also worked to link recycling
programs at state agencies with other recycling efforts.

E ] . ] . ' : } . E i E . « . i : ] Il ]'

This concept of public/private partnerships is related to all
program activities within the Board. It would seem that each
program area could identify numerous examples of past and on-
going partnerships and actively seek partnerships in the future.

Key Issues

Working in partnerships can maximize the effectiveness of
programs and use of resources. However, partnerships can be time
consuming and, if not all partners have the same goals, it can be
hard to resolve issues. A key ingredient for many past
partnerships was the availability of contract dollars. With the
Board’s diminishing resources, it may be very difficult to
continue with many some types of partnerships without substantial
contract deollars. Even partnerships where the Board is a co-
sponsor and participants in workshops, seminar, and conferences
would require financial resources to fund per diem expenses,
printing costs, and other administrative expenses. With existing
limitations due to fund level and expenditure caps for such costs
as travel, even some types of partnerships may become cost
restricted.

N
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Future Board Work if Board Approves the Concept -

Staff would identify and evaluate the public/private partnerships
that have occurred in the last few years and prepare
recommendations identifying the necessary resources, both staff
and funds needed, to implement existing and/or new partnerships,
priorities for developing partnerships, and marketing strategies
for new partnerships. This may require additional staff
resources. '

Staff Recommended Strategy

Staff recommends the Board direct staff to: 1) coordinate efforts
to identify potential partnerships withinh their program area;

and 2) provide cities and counties additional encouragement and
guidance in developing regional agreements.

Other Strategy Options

» Board chooses not to pursue the concept further.

1)

» Board directs staff to develop a strategy for developing new
partnerships and identifying resources required to implement
the partnership. -

¢« Board directs staff as recommended with the added provision
that staff provide regular updates at Committee Meetings.
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V. APPROVALS

Prepared by: Bill Hustoggéb/ Phone 255-2368
Reviewed by: Lorraine Van Kekeri)f‘w\(/ Phone 255-2670

Reviewed by:

Reviewed by: _Caren Trgovecich A Phone 255-2320

yegal Review: EZ') Date 3{ /‘7//?7
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
RESOLUTION NO. 97-98

CONSIDERATION OF THE GETTING TO 50% INITIATIVE CONCEPTS ASSIGNED
TO THE LOCAL ASSISTANCE AND PLANNING COMMITTEE

WHEREAS, to facilitate meeting the 50% diversion requirement of
the Integrated Waste Management Act (IWMA), the Board sought
input from cities and counties, the public and private waste
management and recycling industry, manufacturers, environmental
groups, the public and its own staff on the issues associated
with reaching the goal, potential solutions to obstacles and the
Board's role in achieving 50% diversion; and

WHERBAS, a Board staff team was assigned to evaluate the nearly
1,000 suggestions received; and

WHEREAS, each concept was evaluated for: additional costs to the
Board and others; diversion potential; demonstrated success and
time to optimize the impact on the waste stream; and sphere of
influence; and

WHEREAS, similar suggestions were combined into 44 “Concepts” and

presented to the Board at its January, 1997 meeting; and

WHEREAS, the Board assigned the following Concepts to the Local
Assistance and Planning Committee for additional public comment
at its March, 1997 meeting: '

Concept 17. Provide models for effective diversion and program
comparison.

Concept 23. Continue to focus on diversion programs implemented
not just achievement of numerical goals.

Concept 25. Measure numerical goal achievement by county,
region, or state, not by individual city or unin
corporated county.

Concept 26. Develop solutions to problems with measuring goal
achievement. .

Concept 27. Coordinate Board technical assistance to specific
city/county. Continue shift from planning to di
version program implementation-assistance.

r

Concept 28. Provide cities/counties implementation tools such as

case studies/models.

g



Concept 29. Facilitate partnerships between Board, cities,
counties, and private entities to take advantage of
economies of scale in achieving 50% diversion geoal.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that, following Board
consideration, staff will more fully assess all Board-approved
concepts for full implementation.

-~

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on March 25, 1997. '

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director

Nb




CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 25-26, 1997

AGENDA ITEM 12

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF 50% INITIATIVE STRATEGIES RELATED TO
MARKET DEVELOPMENT:

A. STRATEGY #8: REFOCUS THE RMDZ LOAN PROGRAM TO
MAKE DIVERSION POTENTIAL THE HIGHEST PRIORITY
B. STRATEGY #10: PROVIDE TAX CREDITS FOR THE

PURCHASE OF RECYCLED MATERIALS AS FEEDSTOCK OR THE
PURCHASE OF RECYCLING EQUIPMENT

C. STRATEGY #33: INCREASE OUTREACH INTO BUSINESS
COMMUNITY TO INCREASE PRIORITY MATERIAL RECYCLING
AND BUY RECYCLED

D. STRATEGY #34: INCREASE GREEN WASTE DIVERSION

E.. STRATEGY #35: INCREASE AWARENESS AND INFORMATION
ABROUT SUPPLY, LOCATION, AND FLOW OF MATERIALS

F. STRATEGY #36: DEVELOP MARKETS AND PROMOTE REUSE

OF CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION MATERIALS

I. SUMMARY

This agenda item analyzes whether the Board should pursue one or
more of the market development strategies identified in the 50%
Initiative. Staff analyzed the strategies in terms of (1) the
extent to which the strategies in August 1996, and (2) the
extent to which the 50% strategies would help overcome the market
development barriers identified in the 1996 Market Development
Plan (MDP) .

II. PREVIOUS BOARD ACTION

At its January 1997 meeting, the Board directed the Market
Development Committee to evaluate certain strategies related to
market development and to develop recommendations for whether and
when to pursue the strategies. The Board also directed staff to
prepare brief, relevant background material for these
deliberations. The Committee’'s recommendations were to be
brought to the Board for consideration at its March 1997 meeting.

III. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

. On March 13, 1997, the Market Development Committee deliberated

on nine strategies related to market development. These included
the six strategies recommended by the Board for Market

Development Committee consideration and three other strategies
related to market development which were not recommended for
further consideration in the January Board agenda item. The m
Committee’'s actions were as follows:
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#8 Amended Strategy #8 to make it clear that the change in
effort refers to that expended on outreach and marketing of
the loan program: "Refocus the RMDZ loan program outreach
and marketing efforts to make diversion potential the
highest priority."

#10 Rejected Strategy #10: "Provide tax credits for the purchase
of recycled (i.e., secondary) materials as feedstock or the
purchase of recycling equipment.”

#33 Unanimously approved the strategy to "increase outreach into
business community to increase priority material recycling
and Buy Recycled.®

#34 Unanimously approved the strategy to "increase green waste
diversion."

#35 Unanimously approved the strategy to "increase awareness and
information about supply, location, and flow of materials,
with focus on secondary paper and compostables."

#36 Unanimously approved the strategy to "develop markets and
promcte reuse of construction and demeclition (C & D)
materials."

The Committee alsc voted to forward to the full Board for
consideration a strategy "to assist in developing markets in
Pacific Rim countries."

Finally, the Committee considered two strategies that were not
included in the-50% Initiative Board and decided that agenda
items on these will not be forwarded to the Board for
consideration. These strategies already exist in the Market
Development Plan and were rejected because the Committee saw no
need to expand these-efforts at this time:

® Use permit assistance programs as incentives to
manufacturers

® Develop closer working relationships with the Trade and
Commerce Aggncy
IV. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD
Board members may decide to:
1. Approve the following strategies for implementation:
#8 Refocus the statewide outreach 'and marketing of the .

RMDZ loan program to make diversion potential the
r]& highest priority.
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#33 Increase outreach into the business community to
increase priority material recycling and Buy Recycled.

#34 Increase green waste diversion.

#35 1Increase awareness and information about supply,
location, and flow of materials, with focus on
secondary paper and compostables.

#36 Develop markets and promote reuse of construction and
demolition (C & D) materials.

- Assist in developing markets in Pacific Rim countries.

2. Modify the Market Development Committee’s action and add to,
or remove some of, the strategies forwarded to the Board by
- the Market Development Committee.

V. ANALYSIS

e The purpose of this agenda item is to determine whether the Board
should pursue one or more of the strategies forwarded by the
Market Development to the Board for consideration. Staff has
analyzed the strategies in the same terms as were used in
developing the 19%6 Market Development Plan:

® Action has a high relative contribution toward achieving
the 50% diversion goal.

® Action involves commodities which represent special
collection or environmental problems.

e Action is capable of causing an impact on creating or
enhancing markets.

® Action can cause the intended effect by 2000.
The complete analysis of the strategies can be found in Agenda
Item 6 prepared for the March 13, 1997, Market Development
Committee meeting. The results of the analysis are found in
Table 1. The analysis shows:

1. Most of the strategies fail the "special commodities" test.

® | nq
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2. The tax credit strategy, #10, does not readily support any
of the criteria and is unlikely to have an effect on market
development by 2000.

3. The supply information strategy, #35, likely will be helpful
in bringing about paper and compostables market development,
but will do little to assist in developing markets for
inerts.

4, Five of the strategies are likely to have an effect on
market development by 2000. These are refocus of the loan
program (#8), business outreach (#33), increased green waste
diversion (#34), supply information (#35}), and C&D markets
promotion (#36).

5. The strategy of assisting in developing export markets in
the Pacific Rim may have an effect on market development by
2000, but that outcome is by no means certain. This is due
to the difficulty of influencing foreign market demand.

VI. ATTACHMENTS

Table 1. Analysis of Strategies Related to Market Development

VII.APPROVALS

Prepared by: Phone:__ 255-2426

Reviewed by: Caren Trgovc G Q Phone:___255-2320

Reviewed by: Judith Frledman( ;Q\q/ 3/ /‘i? Phone:_ 255-2376

/7 :
Reviewed by: Marie LaVergne Phone:__ 255-2269




Table 1.

Analysis of Strategies Related to Market Development

Diversion Goal Special Anticipated Market Bffect by 2000
Contribution Commodity Impact
#8 Refocus the RMDZ loan
program on diversion Yes No " Yes
potential Yes
#10 Provide tax credits Maybe Maybe Not likely Not likely
#33 Increase outreach into ) )
business community Yes No Yes Yes "
#34 Increase green waste
diversion Yes No Yes Yes J
#35 Increase awareness and ‘
information about supply, Yes No In some cases Yes
location, and flow of
materials
#36 Davelop markets and
promote reuse of : Yes No Yes Yes
construction and demolition
{C & D) materials
Assisnt in developing
markets in Pacific Rim Yes Maybe Yes Maybe

countries

\9



CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 25, 1987

AGENDA ITEM 13

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF STRATEGIES RELATIVE TO PROVIDING
ADDITIONAL TRAINING ON ORGANIC MATERIAL RECYCLING (50%
INITIATIVE STRATEGY NO. 42)

BACKGROUND:

The Permitting and Enforcement Committee heard this item on
February 11, 1997. )

Concept: Conduct additional workshops and training on organic
material recycling.

Strateqgy: Analyze results form workshops and response from
attendees.
Develop plan based on the results for expanding
organic materials workshops and training.

SUMMARY :

First Workshop Results:

First workshops took place in November and December of 19%6. The
workshops centered on odor management issues related to organic
material recycling. The workshop’s 170 attendees represented the
local enforcement agencies, organic material recycling industry,
consultants, and local government. The workshops established a
neutral forum for discussion of issues, increased understanding
of all aspects of the issues, and established the first steps
toward resolution of key aspects of issues.

First Workshop Response:

The response from attendees included the following points.
Continue issue discussion, focus discussions on finding
resolutions, include issues such as pathogen reduction, tier
structure, mulch operations, and feedstocks. The workshops
should continue to be open to all interested parties..  There
should be hands on field oriented opportunities with more

WM M&”‘J\MW v o
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Page 2 Date 3/25/97 __ .
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workshop locations. There should be more technical information
transferal.

Proposed Plan:

Use an advisory committee with representatives from interested
parties to provide scope and direction for workshop development.
Initial planning workshop parameters will include the results and
responses from the first workshops. The proposed date for the
next series of workshops would be July and August of 1997.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:

Staff recommend the Board direct staff to continue with
implementation of the proposed plan for developing and
implementing the next organic material recycling workshops.

s

Prepared by: Mark de Bie

Phone: 255-4164
Reviewed by: . ‘ r/'- Phone : K55- L4 53 e
Approved by: 93 2 % M%f 22{2{ : Phone: @9J3-243/
Legal Review: Date:
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 25, 1997

AGENDA ITEM 14

ITEM: "CONSIDERATION OF STRATEGIES RELATIVE TO PROVIDING
GUIDANCE TO LEA’S ON DIVERSION ACTIVITIES AND
FACILITIES AT LANDFILLS. (50% INITIATIVE STRATEGY NO.43
AND STRATEGY NO. 44)

I. BACKGROUND

The Permitting and Enforcement Committee heard this item on
February 11, 1997.

Concept: Provide fact sheets or guidance documents, togthe
LEA’s, on diversion activities at disposal facilities
and guidance to encourage the operation of diversion
facilities at landfills and disposal sites.

Stategy: The above concepts will be encorporated into an LEA
Advisory format and provided to LEA’s and other
interested parties. The plan for developing the.
proposed advisory includes it'’s presentation at the
six LEA Roundtables in May 15997, to solicit LEA
participation, in developing the proposed advisory.
The proposed advisory will be finalized after the May
Roundtables and the LEA Advisory issued in July 1997.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:
Staff recommend the Beoard direct staff to continue with

implementation of the proposed plan for developing and
providing the LEA advisory.

Prepared by:_Cody Begley C'ég' Phone; 255-4165

Reviewed by: DonDierqria/ . Phone: 255-2453°

Approved by : me;hy_amwv S~ ©-fre  phone; 255-24371




CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 25, 1997

AGENDA ITEM 15, 16, & 17

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE
MANAGEMENT BOARD’S 50% INITIATIVE: STRATEGY #38, STRATEGY
#40 and STRATEGY #41 4

A. STRATEGY #38: BAN GREEN WASTE FROM LANDFILL DISPOSAL FOR
CITIES/COUNTIES NOT MEETING 25% AND/OR 50% .

B. STRATEGY #40: EXPAND RESOURCE EFFICIENCY PROMOTION TO
BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY

C. STRATEGY #41: IMPLEMENT TRANSPORT PACKAGING INITIATIVE

I. SUMMARY

At its January meeting, the California Integrated Waste
Management Board (Board) directed each committee to consider
selected items from the 50% Initiative staff proposal and present
recommended actions to the Board in March. This agenda item will
present the brief, relevant background materials developed by
staff for presentation to the Policy, Research & Technical
Assistance Committee (Committee) for the following 50% Initiative
strategies:

38. Ban green waste from landfill disposal for cities/counties
not meeting 25% and/or 50%

40. Expand resource efficiency promotion to business and industry

41. Implement transport packaging initiative

II. COMMITTEE ACTICN
At the time this item went to print, the Policy, Research &

Technical Assistance Committee had not yet made a recommendation
on any of these strategies.

ey
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III.OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

Specific options related to each strategy are found in the
attached analyses. 1In general, the Board may choose to:

1. Approve the Committee recommendation for one or more of the
strategies;

2. Modify and approve one or more of the strategies;

3. Refer one or more of the strategies back to Committee for
further investigation.

IV. ANALYSIS

A brief staff analysis for each strategy to be considered by the

Board follows. Each discussion includes: 1) the concept raised

in the 50% initiative process; 2) Board work on the concept to

date; 3) relationship of the concept to other Board activities

and other work; 4) key issues; 5) future Board work if concept is

approved; and 6) strategy options, which include not pursuing the

concept further and possible modifications to the concept. e

‘STRATEGY # 38: BAN GREEN WASTE FROM LANDFILL DISPOSAL FOR
CITIES/COUNTIES NOT MEETING 25% AND/OR 50%

concept

This strategy proposes to ban green waste from landfill disposal
for cities/counties not meeting their 25% and/or 50% goals. If
this strategy is approved, staff would proceed with research to
find successful bans to use as models, and initiate a legislative
proposal.

A ban would reduce the amount of green waste in the waste stream
of jurisdictions not meeting their goals. Since green waste
represents, on average, 15% of total waste taken to landfills,
the impact would be significant for affected communities that
have not already achieved a high level of green waste diversion.
Twenty-five states have imposed bans. Green materials affected
range from leaves only to all yard waste. Staff have not found
any state-level bans that apply to specific jurisdictions, as

this strategy suggests. .

RS
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At approximately 15% of the waste stream, yard waste {(grass
clippings, tree trimmings, pruning, etc.) is a significant
component. This concept imposes yard waste reduction on those
cities and counties that do not meet the current IWMA goals, but
does not impact those cities and counties which have demonstrated
successful diversion. Cities and counties have many options to
manage yard waste in a manner other than disposal.

These options range from grasscycling and home composting to
large-scale composting and use as Alternative Daily Cover.

Background

With yard waste representing 15% of California’s 45 million tons
of waste generated per year, a ban would theoretically result in
up to a 15% increase in diversion upon implemerntation in those _
communities that have not already achieved a high level of green
waste diversion. Twenty-five states have implemented some form
cof legislation banning yard waste disposal. A few states ban
leaves only, while the majority address all yard waste. Those

" states with the most success in implementing yard waste disposal
bans can be evaluated for use as models. However, models are
expected to be of limited use, as existing state-level
jurisdictional bans have not been found.

Assumptions
e Yard waste is a substantial fraction of the waste stream that

should be targeted by jurisdictions having difficulty meeting
the diversion mandates.

* A ban would be an effective incentive for diverting yard
waste.

Work to Date

Staff have researched a variety of sources, including trade press
articles, EPA documents and legislative tracking services to
determine how many states have imposed bans. '

Assessing the general effectiveness of existing bans would take
additional research.

U8
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Work Required to Implement

Necessary activities would include contacting other states that
have such bans to determine the nature of existing legislation
and the success rate(s). Cities within these states would also
be contacted to determine implementation difficulties, if any.
Beyond this, Board staff would likely need to contact all
California jurisdictions to determine what yard waste programs
exist, and/or may be planned. Additionally, a mechanism to
ensure compliance at disposal sites will need to be created.

As a justification for pursuing legislation, staff will need to
accurately determine which local jurisdictions are not meeting
their goals. However, since compliance is based on both a
jurisdiction’s “good faith” efforts to implement diversion
programe and the numerical diversion rate reached, this needs to
be taken into account. This information will be determined two
years in arrears. For example, the 1995 compliance determination
will occur in 1997, and the Board’s 2000 compliance determination
will be made in 2002.

Relat ot] ; 3 N

A ban could impact the Board’'s effort to increase the use of
urban-derived compost on agricultural land. An immediate and
significant increase in green waste available for use could
result in higher contamination levels, since higher volumes of
material may minimize existing quality control measures. As a
result, agriculture users and potential agriculture users, may
lose confidence in product quality. A temporary glut of green
waste may also negatively affect compost prices.

A ban could increase green waste available for other uses, and
may increase the use of green waste as alternative daily cover. A
significant increase in available green waste would alsoc create
public health and safety concerns with the stockpiling of this
material. This will impact the Board’'s permitting and
enforcement program, specifically the emergency. regulations being
pursued by the Board to address the stockpiling of green waste.

Currently, staff promote grasscycling to the California landscape

industry and have developed public private partnerships with

several key mower manufacturers, and trade associations. Staff

have also partnered with several U. C. Cooperative Extensions to .

Qn
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increase Master Composter training of backyard composters.
Several Board publications focusing on various yard waste
prevention technigues have been developed and are currently being
distributed.

Key Issues

1) Formidable time requirement. The earliest that legislation
would likely become effective is January 1, 1999. Upon
approval, the statute may necessitate revising the planning
regulations before being implemented.

Pro: Additional time would allow a thorough job of research,
drafting legislation and regulations, as required, and plan
implementation.

Con: The effective date will be very close to the year 2000.

2) Determination of level of compliance for specific
jurisdictions, based on goal achievement.

Pro: As a result of determining which jurisdictions are not on
track to meeting their goals, Board staff could assist those
‘jurisdictions.

Con: Disposal from affected jurisdictions may not be easily
differentiated. Currently, a one week disposal survey per
quarter is required. Due to greater variation in waste
flows, especially in smaller jurisdictions, daily reporting
of every load may be necessary. Staff will know later this
year which jurisdictions made the 25% diversion goal for
1995, and which are on track to achieve the 50% goal for
2000. Verification of which jurisdictions made the 50% goal
will occur in 2002.

3) Effectiveness of this ban as a compliance alternative to
$10,000 per day fines.

Pro: This penalty directly results in diversion.
Local governments are more likely to take action when faced
with a certain penalty for non-compliance.

Con: The Board has not initiated legislation that bans any
specific materials. Furthermore, AB 939 is clear in that
the state tells local jurisdictions what to do, that is 25%

™8
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and 50% diversion, but leaves how it is accomplished to the
locals.

Another concern is that a ban could result in increased
illegal dumping and open burning.

4) Administrative difficulties implementing a jurisdictional
ban.

Pro: Would not penalize jurisdictions that meet the goals.

Con: Determining the jurisdiction of origin of the green waste
would be difficult and expensive.

Fiscal Impacts

Pursing a ban would require 2 to 3 staff over 6 to 12 months, to
conduct research, scheduling and hosting workshops for public
input, revising the strategy, and preparing and shepherding the
legislation. If additional staff is not available to support
this effort in the timeframe envisioned, Board programs such as
backyard composting and grasscycling would be severely curtailed.

Strategy Options
The Board could choose to::

1. Pursue this strategy. Direct staff to develop proposed
legislation banning yard waste statewide. This would be
based on a comprehensive review of programs in those states
which have effectively implemented similar legislation, and
include a Board workshop to discuss banning green waste
disposal at landfills for cities and counties not meeting
the 25% and/or 50% goals. Finally, staff would report back
to the Committee and Board with the progress made
implementing this strategy.

2. Not to pursue this strategy.

=4
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STRATEGY #40: EXPAND RESOURCE EFFICIENCY PROMOTION TO BUSINESS
AND_INDUSTRY

Concept

In California, the business sector accounts for over half of the
state’'s waste stream. As local jurisdictions strive to achieve
the 50% reduction goal by 2000, increasing attention is focused
on reducing waste generated by this sector. Local jurisdictions
and CIWMB must focus on the needs of businesses to facilitate
voluntary waste reduction. Resource efficiency appeals to the
primary interest of business to increase profitability by
reducing costs and improving productivity. Resource efficiency
also results in decreased waste. This approach will effectively
impact the business waste stream.

“Resource efficiency” can be defined as the use of resources
{(materials, energy, staff, money, etc.) in the most productive,
least wasteful manner. Resource efficiency is complimentary to
the CIWMB hierarchy because it focuses on preventing waste first.

Business responds to impacts on its bottom line. Fortunately,
many, if not most, waste reducing practices improve efficiencies,
saving business dellars on resource use as well as disposal
costs. Existing efforts to educate business ‘(e.g. Business Waste
Reduction Kits) focus on disposal cost savings in order to sway
private sector decision makers. Widespread awareness and
adoption of waste reducing, resource efficient practices by the
sector responsible for more than half of California's waste would
have significant impacts on tonnage going for disposal.

There would be some additional cost to the Board to expand
existing efforts and little cost to cities and counties. This
concept could significantly reduce the waste stream. This
concept would not require legislation and is an expansion of
existing efforts.

Backaround

The CIWMB is an important source of information and assistance
for the local jurisdictions and the business community. The
Business Waste Reduction Kits provide useful information to local
jurisdictions and businesses in the form of industry specific
fact sheets, guides, and case studies. Since 1994, over 1,000

a0
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Business Waste Reduction Kits have been distributed. These
materials help educate and motivate businegses to implement waste
reduction efforts.

Any suggested changes in business practices must be demonstrated

a\

as cost effective. .This requires looking beyond the savings from
avoided disposal costs and looking “up stream” at savings and
benefits associated with resource efficiency (including waste
prevention and reuse.)

In order to encourage businesses to change their current
practices, it is important to directly appeal to their needs and
interests. While the primary interest of the CIWMB is disposal
reduction, the primary interest of business is increased
profitability, which can be achieved through increased efficiency
and productivity.

When waste diversion efforts focus on recovering materials found
in the waste stream, opportunities for increasing efficiency are
often overlooked. 1In addition, businesses may view disposal cost
avoidance as the only benefit of reducing waste. For many
businesses, disposal costs may be minimal compared to other
routine costs of doing business.

Resource efficiency presents a more compelling argument to
businesses to adjust their current practices to adopt more
efficient approaches. The broader perspective of resource
efficiency takes a systems view of a business. This results in
not only waste reduction, but in more efficient use of a variety
of inputs and savings beyond disposal cost avoidance. This is
where businesses realize a return-on-investment from their more
efficient practices. Such an approach is needed if we are to
achieve and sustain the goal of 50% reduction by 2000.

Assumptions

Past efforts to reduce waste have focused primarily on
residential waste diversion.

The business sector generates over half of the waste in
California.

Addressing the waste generated by the business sector is central
to local jurisdictions achieving 50% diversion by 2000.



Board Meeting Agenda Item 15, 16, & 17
March 25, 1997 Page 9

Waste generated by a business can indicate opportunities to more
efficiently utilize resources. Analysis of this waste provides
opportunities to improve efficiencies in the purchase, use,
handling, and manufacturing of resources.

HWork to Date
Current efforts that are conducive to resource efficiency but are
not centered around the concept include:

1. The Business Kits and the Office Paper Reduction Project
provide industry specific fact sheets, guides and case
studies to assist businesses to reduce waste.

2. WRAP Program - The current WRAP application requests
information regarding waste prevention which often includes
resource efficient practices.

3. C&D - The draft publication “A Technical Manual For Material
Choices In Building and Construction” includes a chapter on
resourceful building practices.

4, Landscape Waste: The booklet “Keeping Green” provides
information to professional landscapers on how to design and
manage a waste efficient landscape. Outreach to the
landscape industry is conducted through industry trade
shows.

5. Buy Recycled - The Model Green Building Project has
established a comprehensive integrated solid waste
management plan for a multi-tenant office complex. This
project addresses procurement, waste prevention reuse and
recycling, and focuses on cost savings to the businesses.

Relati o) i e

{

As noted above in the discussion of current activities, resource
efficiency can be incorporated into programs and activities
throughout the CIWMB.

an
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Key Issues

1. Resource Efficiency Defined:

The word efficient is defined as “productive without waste.”
Resource efficiency can be defined as “using resources
productively without waste.” Waste refers not only to solid
waste but to energy, time, money and other inefficiently utilized
resources essential to business and industry production.

2. Other Organizations Promoting Resource Efficiency:

Organizations and individuals in a variety of business sectors
already encourage resource efficiency as a way for businesses to
be more productive and profitable as well as minimize their -
impact on the environment. The Future 500 is a network of
innovative leaders from business, technology, science, and the
environment, who are devoted to achieving a fourfold improvement
in productivity. The organizations involved have implemented
innovative resource efficient efforts. Through a series of
workshops and conferences The Future 500 is working with other
businesses to help them implement such efforts.

There are a variety of organizations within the business
community that focus on educating businesses about resource
efficient practices. Local and regional efforts to assist
businesses are expanding throughout California. The CIWMB can
benefit from developing and expanding relationships with these
organizations.

Resource efficiency expands efforts beyond recycling, which
focuses on recovering materials from the waste stream to
preventing waste from being generated. The benefits beyond
disposal cost are where businesses realize the most cost savings
and productivity gains. Changes recently instituted by a variety
of organizations are examples of resource efficiency successes.

Pacific Bell: Pacific Bell's decision to switch to two-sided
billing is an example of resource efficiency. This change saved
them millions of dollars in paper purchasing, printing and
postage. Only a small amount of the cost savings resulted from
avoided disposal costs.

Coors: Coors has implemented a variety of creative efforts which
reduced resource consumption, waste and costs. Increasing
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recycled content and downweighting of their aluminum cans has
been very cost effective. Coors also developed fertilizer and
feed products using their spent grains which had been disposed of
in the past. Most importantly, these are valuable profit centers
for Coors. Coors own environmental accounting efforts suggest
that their source reduction programs often produce returns-on-
investment in the 230% range.

Vons: Vons noticed their retail stores disposed of a consistent
amount of perishable foods due to expired shelf life. 1In
response, Vons redesigned their ordering process for perishable
foods and significantly reduced waste as well as purchasing and
shipping costs.

Target: Target strives to be the leader in the discount
retailing industry. Targét's Vendor Logistics Group works with
suppliers to decrease packaging materials, increase recyclability
and expand product refills. Changes implemented by the group '
have reduced shipping costs and significantly reduced packaging
waste. California Target stores were WRAP winners in 1995, WRAP
Winners of The Year in 1996, and is also a USEPA Waste WiSe
member.

Hewlett-Packard: A 1996 WRAP of The Year award winner, Hewlett-

: Packard achieved an aggressive 92.5% reduction in waste generated
at their Roseville facility. Their range of activities include
reusing packaging, cataloging information electronically, and
maintaining a resource efficient landscaping program.

Pacific Bell, Coors, Vons, Target and Hewlett-Packard are a few
of the organizations whose success with resource efficiency
efforts set an example for other organizations to follow.
Businesses are more likely to change their procedures when they
‘see the benefits of such change realized by their peers. To
encourage resource efficiency, CIWMB will develop and expand
partnerships with businesses to promote their resource efficiency
successes to other businesses.

3. Discussion of Options

Option #1: Under this option, staff has identified a number of
ideas for expanding the promotion of resource
efficiency through existing CIWMB programs,
including:

aq
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Option #2:

68

a. Evaluating and revising business kit materials
with resource efficiency as centerpiece.

b. Broadening Waste Reduction Award Program (WRAP)
criteria to include additional credit for resource
efficiency activities.

c. Expanding and establishing partnerships with
organizations, including WRAP winners, currently
promoting resource efficiency. Encouraging these
organizations to share their experiences with their
peers at conferences, meetings and trade shows.

d. 1Identifying resource efficiency strategies and
activities that will generate results within the 3
year time frame (by 2000).

e. Highlighting resource efficiency efforts which
have reduced generation and disposal of paper,
organics, and construction and demolition materials
(C&D) .

f. 1Identify and focus assistance efforts on large
generators and users of paper, organics and C&D.

Under option 2, the elements of option #1, plus a
process to establish and expand partnerships with key
stakeholders. To incorporate input from the business
community and local jurisdictions, the following
process can be used:

a. Clearly define the concept of resource
efficiency
b. Clarify staffs’ role in promoting resource
efficiency
c. Identify stakeholders, including business and
local government
d. Meet with stakeholders to establish common
ground and facilitate collaboration

1) generate ideas

2) establish common goals

3) clarify roles and responsibilities
e. Report back to Policy Committee
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Collaborative partnerships with regional and statewide business
organizations, including those which provide assistance to
businesses, are needed to facilitate resource efficiency efforts.
Involving key corporate decision makers is critical for effecting
a change in business practices. Such an approach also supports
the efforts of local governments by providing information and
assistance to the business community at a statewide level.

Eiscal Impacts -

1. The resources efficiency effort is a logical progression of
current business assistance activity which can be initiated with
current staffing. However, as we have seen with our yard waste
prevention partnerships and the private buy recycled alliances,
in order to establish and expand partnerships with the business
sector in coordination with local jurisdictions, additional
staffing would result in more opportunities. Staff need to
concentrate on encouraging and facilitating interaction between

businesses who have successfully implemented resource efficiency
efforts.

2. Staff need to establish and develop partnerships within the
business community. This requires dedicated travel funds to
participate in meetings and conferences.

3. Provide sufficient funding for significant revision to
business waste reduction kit to incorporate resource efficiency
as central message. (Note: The original Business Waste Reduction
Kit with components cost $101,000. Certain savings can be
realized through posting information to the Board’'s web site.)

Strategy Qptions
The Board could choose to:

1. Direct staff to pursue this strategy by: a) Expanding
documentation of business sectors where resource efficiency has
been successfully applied; b) incorporating resource efficiency
into existing outreach materials; and c) developing a strategy to
effectively publicize resource efficiency to other business.

2. Direct staff to pursue this strategy by: a) implementing the
elements of option 1, and; b} establishing and expanding
" partnerships with key corporate decision makers, business

17
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organizations and local jurisdictions to promote resource
efficiency.

3. Direct staff not to pursue this strategy.

. . - ' -
Rackground: Why focus on transport packaging?

Containers and packaging comprise 31.2% of waste disposed in the
U.S. This amount is more than durable goods, non-durable goods,
yard trimmings or any other product category according to the
U.S. EPA (see attachment 3). Of forty-six categories identified
by the U.S. EPA, corrugated cardboard (8% of waste disposed) and
wood packaging (5.5% of waste disposed), are two of the top five
types of waste disposed1 (see attachment 2).

Although significant amounts of recycling occurs, particularly of
corrugated cardboard, there is potential to reuse, recycle,
and/or chip and mulch more corrugated cardboard and wood
packaging. Furthermore, technological advances in light-
weighting, improved durability, just-in-time inventories, delayed
packaging, deregulation in the freight industry, and computer
technology allow greater efficiency in the way transport
packaging systems operate. Together, increased recycling and
efficiency have the potential to save California businesses
millions of dollars as well as help local governments divert
waste without creating their own programs to deal with packaging
materials.

Concept

CIWMB staff propose that stakeholders, working in a process
facilitated by the CIWMB, identify effective approaches for
keeping packaging out of landfills and methods for educating
those who purchase, use, or handle packaging. Staff will report
back to the Policy, Research and Technical Assistance Committee
with either a draft Transport Packaging Initiative or findings
and recommendations, depending on which option the Board prefers.

' tharacterization of Municipal Solid Waste in the U.S.: 1995 Update, EPA.

"Waste disposed” refers to waste after materials and compost recovery. It
does not include construction and demolition debris, industrial process wastes
or certain other wastes.
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The Transport Packaging Initiative relies on a voluntary
partnership approach among stakeholders including: packaging
designers and educators, packaging manufacturers, packaging
customers, retailers, freight companies, trade group
representatives, and local governments. It does not propose, nor
suggest, the use of any regulations or mandates; businesses are
best able to determine what packaging systems will work
effectively for them. Likewise, this strategy does not recommend
any type of packaging or material over another; educational
materials created will present options for others to consider.

The Transport Packaging Initiative will assist local governments
in meeting AB 939 mandates. As packaging issues cut across local
jurisdictions, it is more effective to address it at a state
level, rather than locally.

Assumptions
e After current recycling efforts, transport packaging is more
than 13.5% of total disposal;

e U.S. total disposal rates are reflective of total disposal
rates in California®’; and

s Viable, cost-effective solutions exist to promote waste
reduction with proven benefits to business.

Work to Date
November 1996 - Staff began identifying possible stakeholders.

January 1996 to present - Staff collecting information on
packaging efficiency.

1991-1995 - The CIWMB embarked on a waste prevention education
campaign that included messages about purchasing items that come

The U.S. EPA estimates that packaging and containers comprise 31.2% of total
waste disposal. 1In California, this is expected to be somewhat less, because
the CIWMB includes construction and demolition debris in its waste compositicn
data. Some comparisons can be made between similar categories. For example,
EPA reports that "“corrugated boxes” are B¥ of disposal and “paper bags and
sacks” are 1.1% of disposal. This compares to CIWMB's category ®"cardboard and
bags,” a subcategory of paper, which comprises 8.4% of disposal®’. Staff chose
to use EPA data because they have more categories of waste and this was
helpful for analyzing packaging and containers in the waste stream.

2
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with less packaging. Some of the educational materials are still
in use. ‘

Relat i L] E 1 Activit;

This initiative would enhance the Waste Prevention & Market
Development Division’'s assistance to local governments and
business. It alsc complements programs to increase the
manufacture and purchase of packaging with recycled content.
Additionally, the Board developed and currently distributes its
Business Waste Reduction Kits that feature several packaging-
related components.

Key Issues

1. The CIWMB is not alone in its efforts to decrease the
‘disposal of packaging. Other organizations are educating
businesses about how to keep packaging out of landfills.
The CIWMB would attempt to build on these efforts, where
feasible:

¢ American Forest and Paper Association (AF&PA) - Their web
site has a National Wood Recycling Directory. Users can
type in where they live and obtain information about
where to recycle wood locally.

e Environmental Protection Agency ({(EPA) - U.S. EPA's
voluntary WasteWi$e program encourages more than 500
organizations to source reduce, recycle, and buy-
recycled. According to WasteWi$e's Second-Year Progress
Report, 77 partners saved at least $59 million, from
changes in transport packaging. Consequently, EPA plans
to focus on transport packaging in the future.

¢ National Recycling Coalition‘s (NRC) Source Reduction
Forum - Developed educational resources to help
businesses and local governments embark on source
reduction and reuse programs. Several source reduction
options were highlighted in"a workshop, with
representatives of Xerox, General Motor’'s Saturn
Corporation, and others. They stressed that their source
reduced transport packaging decreased costs, protected
their products as well or better than the previous

} personal communication with Lynda Wynn, EPA WasteWi$e coordinator 2/6/1997. .
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packaging, decreased labor and handling costs, and
increased worker safety.

e Corrugated Packaging Council - Established an 800
.~ telephone number for the public and provides an
information packet on recycling corrugated.

» United State Environmental/Recycling Hotline - A web site
where a user can type in his or her zip code, specify a
type of material (e.g., corrugated cardboard, glass,
office paper, o©il), and receive information about where
to take reusable and recyclable materials locally.

Pooling the resources of the CIWMB and participating
stakeholders will cost less than if each acted individually.

Efficient packaging, distribution and shipping systems
benefit many companies. As companies shift to more
efficient packaging systems, a decrease in packaging waste
may occur, which could negatively impact those with
contracts requiring specified in-flows of fiber. However,
this may be off-set by the increase of available fiber due
to additional collection.

Broader communication networks can educate a much wider
audience, and better quality educational ms+*erials can be
created from the expertise in various organizations.

In staff discussions with some stakeholders, there was concern
about the CIWMB’s definition of transport packaging. Staff
recognizes that some types of packaging function both as
primary and transport packaging.

This concept would not require legislation and is an expansion
of existing efforts to educate businesses about ways to
reduce the amount of waste disposed in landfills.

This concept would have some additional cost for the Board to
pursue this strategy. To develop the initiative and
aggressively promote it to industry and trade associations,
redirection of one additional PY plus some funds dedicated
from the printing budget will be necessary.

\DO
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Strategy Options

The Board could choose to:

1. Transport Packaging Initiative. This option would be
accomplished by establishing an external advisory group of
15-20 stakeholders to draft the Transport Packaging .
Initiative, using the following process:

e Facilitate up to three meetings with stakeholders;

e Identify effective approaches for improving
packaging efficiency, increasing the collection of
packaging for recycling, increasing the amount of
recycled content in packaging, and increasing the
demand for packaging with recycled content;

¢ Identify methods for educating thcse who purchase,
use, or handle packaging;

e Select goals and objectives for the Transport
Packaging Initiative; and

e Draft the Transport Packaging Initiative.

Staff will report back to the Policy, Research and Technical
Assistance Committee with a draft Transport Packaging
Initiative.

The features that distinguish this option are: 1) A small
group of representative stakeholders will shape the strategy.
Staff have not determined at this time how this group would
be selected; 2) It potentially offers the greatest time for
implementation; and, 3) Staff report back to the Committee
with a draft Transport Packaging Initiative, rather than
findings and recommendations.

In addition to Option 1 that was included in the January 23, 1997
50% Initiative item, two additional options were developed as a
result of staff discussion with some key stakeholders.

2. Shipping & Distribution Partnership. This option directs
staff to facilitate an open meeting of all interested
stakeholders to:

e Identify effective approaches for improving shipping
and distribution efficiency which will result in
less packaging going to landfills;

\o\
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4.

v.

o Identify methods for educating those who utilize
shipping and distribution systems; :

e Identify next steps, including suggestions for how
‘the CIWMB can facilitate an ongoing process with
stakeholders.

Staff will report back to the Policy, Research and Technical
Assistance Committee with findings and recommendations.

The features that distinguish this option are: 1) It uses an
open process for collecting information; 2) It broadens the
focus from packaging efficiency to include shipping and
distribution efficiency; and 3) Staff report back findings
and recommendations rather than a draft Transport Packaging
Initiative.

Element of Strategy #40, Promote Resource Efficiency. This
option directs staff to facilitate meetings with stakeholders
as part of a larger process that focuses on resource
efficiency using a process outlined in Option 2. Staff
report back to the Policy, Research and Technical Assistance
Committee with findings and recommendations for improving
resource efficiency, including packaging.

The feature that distinguishes this option is that it uses
the process of a broader strategy, resource efficiency.
Otherwise, it is much like option two. This could result in
greater amounts of prevented waste, but requires more time to
optimize.

Not pursue this strategy.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1: List of States Imposing Yard Waste Bans
Attachment 2: Discards of Municipal Sclid Waste, 1994
Attachment 3: Products discarded in the U.S., 1994
Attachment 4: Resolution 97-9%
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Yardwaste Material Bans Listed By State

Attachment 1

State Yard Material Type
Arkansas all

Connecticut grass clippings only
Florida all

Georgia all

Illinois all

Indiana leaves & brush only
lIowa all

Maine all

Maryland all

Massachusetts all

Michigan all

Minnesota all

Missouri all

Nebraska all

New Hampshire all

New Jersey leaves only

North Carolina all

Ohio all

Oregon all

Pennsylvania leaves & brush only:
South Carolina all

South Dakota all

Virginia leaves only

West Virginia all

Wisconsin all

Sources: STATE RECYCLING LAWS UPDATE Year-End 1996, Raymond Communications Inc.

The State of Waste, BioCycle, May 1996
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Attachment 2: DISCARDS OF MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE, 1994
ARRANGED IN DESCENDING ORDER BY WEIGHT*

(In thousands of tons)
Thousand Percent Percent .
tons of total subtotals
Components comprising > 10% of total MSW discards .
Yard trimmings 23,600 . 14.8% 14.8%
Components comprising 3-10% of total MSW discards
Food wastes 13,590 8.5%
Corrugated boxes 12,710 8.0%
Miscellaneous durables 10,240 6.4%
Wood packaging 8,780 55%
Furniture and furmnishings 7,510 4.7%
Newspapers 7.410 4.6%
Other commercial printing 5,650 - 35% 41.2%
Components comprising 2-3% of total MSW discards
Other nonpackaging paper 4,480 28%
Paper folding cartons : 4,180 26%
Glass food & other bottles 4,010 . 25%
Clothing and footwear 3,940 25%
Office-type papers 3,880 24%
Third class mail 3,790 24%
Glass beer & soft drink bottles 3,600 23%
Miscellaneous nondurables 3,400 21%
Rubber tires 3,130 20% 21.5%
Components comprising 1-2% of total MSW discards .
Miscellaneous inorganic wastes 3,100 1.9%
Disposable diapers 2,980 T19%
Tissue paper and towels 2860 1.8%
Other plastic packaging 2,540 1.6%
Carpets and rugs 2,310 14%
Plastic wraps 2,050 1.3%
Plastic other containers 1,920 1.2%
Paper bags and sacks 1,820 1.1%
Plastic bags and sacks 1,550 1.0% 13.2%
Components comprising < 1% of tota] MSW discards
Steel cans and other packagmg 1,510 0.9%
Magazines 1,510 0.9%
Major appliances 1,460 0.9%
Glass wine & liquor bottles 1,350 . 0.8%
Other paper packaging 1110 0.7%
Aluminum cans and other packaging 940 06%
Books 920 0.6%
Trash bags 910 0.6%
Paper plates and cups 870 0.5%
Small appliances 750 0.5%
Towels, sheets, and piliowcases 640 0.4%
Paper milk cartons 520 03%
Telephone directories 420 0.3%
Plastic plates and cups 420 0.3%
Plastic milk bottles 400 0.3%
Plastic soft drink bottles 320 0.2%
Other paperboard packaging ‘ 300 0.2%
Other miscellaneous packaging 180 0.1%
Lead-acid batteries 110 0.1%
Paper wraps : 90 0.1% 9.2%
Total MSW Discards 159,760 100.0% 100.0%

lbs 5 Ssource: Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste in the U.S.: 1995 Update, U.S,
EPA, page 123.



Attachment 3:

Products.discarded in U.S., 1994

Food, yard Durable goods
trimmings, other 16%

Nondurable goods
28%

Containers and
packaging
MN%

Source: Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste in the U.S.: 1995
Update, EPA. “Waste disposed” refers to waste after materials and
compost recovery. It does not include construction and demolition
debris, industrial process wastes or certain other wastes.

Note: Information for 1995 unavailable at this time.
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Attachment 4
CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
RESOLUTION NO. 97-098

CONSIDERATION OF THE GETTING TO 50% INITIATIVE CONCEPTS ASSIGNED
TO THE POLICY, RESEARCH AND TECHENICAL ASSISTANCE COMMITTEE

WHEREAS, to facilitate meeting the 50% diversion requirement of
the Integrated Waste Management Act (Act), the Board sought input
from cities and counties, the public and private waste management
and recycling industry, manufacturers, environmental groups, the
public and its own staff on the issues associated with reaching
the goal, potential solutions to obstacles and the Board's role
in achieving 50% diversion; and

WHEREAS, a Board staff team was assigned to evaluate the nearly
1,000 suggestions received; and

WHEREAS, each concept was evaluated for: additional costs to the
Board and others; diversion potential; demonstrated success and
time to optimize the impact on the waste stream; and sphere of
influence; and

WHEREAS, similar suggestions were combined into 44 “Concepts” and
presented to the Board at its January, 1997 meeting; and

WHEREAS, the Board assigned the following Concepts to the Policy,
Research and Technical Assistance Committee for additional public

comment at its March, 1997 meeting:

Strategy #38: Ban green waste from landfill disposal for
cities/counties not meeting 25% and/or 50%.

Strategy #40: Expand resource efficiency promotion to buisness
and industry.

Strategy #41: Implement transport péckaging initiative.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that, following Board

consideration, staff will pursue the adopted strategies for full
implementation.

\ON



CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on March 25, 1997.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director
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ITEM:

II.

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 25 & 26, 1997

AGENDA ITEM 18

CONSIDERATICN OF THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE
MANAGEMENT BOARD'S 50% INITIATIVE, STRATEGY #14 AND
STRATEGY #15: REQUIRE CHARGING OR DISCLOSING TRUE
COSTs OF DISPOSAL

SUMMARY

Concepts 14 and 15 from the Board’s 50% initiative would
require all landfills to charge (concept 14) or disclose
{concept 15) the true, unsubsidized cost of landfill
disposal. '

Requiring local jurisdictions to charge or disclose the true
costs of landfilling could result in increased diversion and
recycling rates. However, these actions would require
considerable effort with uncertain benefits and could be
construed as government interference with local government/
private business.

The primary objective of this item is to obtain public input
on the issues that would arise by charging or disclosing the
true costs of landfilling, including the public’s view of
any potential benefits or unintended consequences that might
result from implementing either of these concepts. Although
the Board held public workshops on the 50% Initiative,
comments and suggestions received were general in nature.
Through this discussion, -we hope to obtain more detailed
input related to these two specific concepts, which would
guide the Board in determining whether to pursue either of
these two strategies further.

PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION
At the time this item went to print, the Policy, Research

and Technicial Assistance Committee had not vyet made a
recommendation on this item.

\»A
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III. OPTICNS FOR THE BOARD _ .
Board members may wish to:

1. Conclude discussion on this issue based upon
public input received during the Board meeting.

2. Direct staff to further examine and provide
information on benefits and consequences of
disclosing or charging the true costs of disposal.

3. Direct staff to further examine and provide
information on benefits and consequences of any or
all of the 3 strategies ocutlined under Other
Strategy Options.

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

More public input on the benefits and potential effects of
implementing these concepts is needed before a
recommendation can be made.

V. ANALYSIS

As discussed in the development of the 50% initiative agenda
item, concepts 14 and 15 were intended to focus only on the e
conventional true costs of landfill disposal and not on the
environmental costs. Conventional costs include items such

as land costs and closure costs, as opposed to costs such as

increased traffic or air pollution, which would be

environmental costs. The suggestions and comments received

during the 50% Initiative process did not specifically

include environmental costs; however, quantifying

environmental costs for the purpose of including those costs

as a component of disposal fees would be extremely complex,

and therefore is not included as part of these strategies.

Concept 14

14. Require all landfills to charge the true, unsubsidized
cost of landfill disposal.

This concept would require that landfills charge rates

reflective of their true, unsubsidized disposal costs.

In many cities and counties the true cost of landfill

disposal is subsidized, or is not fully paid by waste

generators. If the true costs were paid up front,

alternatives such as recycling could be more

attractive. 1If this requirement were coupled with unit .

1{a)
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pricing systems, the incentive for generators to reduce
or recycle could be significantly enhanced.

While this approach would be controversial and possibly
difficult to enforce, it has one of the highest
diversion potentials in the category of funding and
financial incentives.

This concept would be a new program for the Board and
would require legislation.

Concept 15

15. Require all landfills to disclose the true,unsubsidized
cost of landfill disposal.

This concept is very similar to concept 14, above.
This concept is less stringent since it requires
disclosure of true costs of disposal, but does not
require landfills to charge the true disposal costs.

As an alternative to concept 14 above, merely requiring
the disclosure cof true -landfilling costs could improve
the attractiveness of reduction and recycling programs.
The true value of these programs could become more
evident and could counter some arguments that they are
too expensive. '

This approach would not be as controversial as concept
14 above, but would also have less impact on diversion.

This concept would be a new program for the Board and
would require legislation.

Board Work on Concepts to Date

In 1990, the California Integrated Waste Management Board
{(Board) contracted with Tellus Institute to provide a
disposal cost fee report, as required by PRC 40600. The
contract resulted in the “Disposal Cost Fee Study, Final
Report,” which was submitted to the Board in February, 1991.
This report was primarily aimed at implementing an advance
disposal fee for consumers, but it also made the point that
consumption patterns could be changed if the public was
required to pay the actual cost of disposal. The Tellus
study focused on the eastern United States and did not
include specific information on California.

\\
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Relationship to Other Board Activities and Other Work

Board staff have been providing technical assistance in the
area of Full Cost Accounting (FCA), when requested by local
jurisdictions. FCA is a method of accounting for all
monetary costs of resources used or committed in any given
area and could be used to determine the true cost of
disposal. The benefits of implementing Full Cost Accounting
include that it allows the user to identify the actual cost
of M3SW management; to explain MSW management costs to
citizens more clearly; to set rates/tipping fees and defend
budget requests; and to evaluate program options and
alternatives. Because of the potential benefits, the U.S.
EPA has recently been promoting FCA as a method to help
local jurisdictions determine their actual municipal solid
waste costs and consequently held a satellite
videoconference in September 1996. Staff attended this
videoconference to get more information on FCA which could
be used to assist local jurisdicticns further.

Another activity that could contribute to determining the
true cost of disposal is the maintenance of
closure/postclosure coverage. Owners/operators of solid
waste landfills are required to determine
closure/postclosure maintenance costs and to demonstrate to
the Board their ability to provide for those costs. They
are also required to provide operating liability coverage.
These legislatively mandated activities would not be
affected by concepts 14 and 15; however, the information
developed from these activities could be used in determining
true landfill disposal costs.

Key Issues

In its further consideration of this item, the Board may
wish to sclicit clarifying comments and input from the
public in the following key issue areas as they impact the

.decision to implement either of these concepts. More

detailed input will serve to guide the Board’s decision on
whether to request that staff further develop an approach to
implementing these strategies.

* Determining how tip fees are currently calculated.

* Quantifying the elements of the tip fee. {i.e.
breakout state fee, overhead, landfill closure
costs, etc.) Determining if this could be done

consistently throughout the state.
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Ascertaining true costs of landfilling, with
little data currently available to staff.

Determining benefits from charging/disclosing the
true costs of disposal. ’

Ascertaining how the affected industry would view
a requirement to provide true cost information

Determining the effect true cost disclosure has on
local jurisdictions, especially with regard to the
recent passage of Proposition 218 and its impact
on the way local jurisdictions view or utilize
solid waste fees.

Evaluating how charging/disclosing the true costs
of landfill disposal will affect the solid waste
disposal industry.

Determining if these concepts could undercut or
negatively impact existing Board mandates.

Evaluating-this preoiject for cost effective use of
resources. It could be very labor intensive for
the Board as well as for local jurisdictions and
industry.

Obtaining support from local government decision
makers, wheo are typically not in favor of state
government telling them how to operate their
jurisdictions. Several local jurisdictions have
recognized the value of Full Cost Accounting and
have either begun to use it, or considering
converting to it.

Obtaining support from landfill operators, who are
typically not in favor of state government telling
them how to operate their landfills. Charging the
true cost of disposal could cause them to lose
business to other landfills (possibly out-of-
state) that have lower costs or that are being
subsidized. Conversely, operators may also have
an interest in disclosing cost associated with
solid waste mandates as a way to Jjustify costs to
consumers.

I3
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Independent waste haulers generally dispose of .
waste collected at the most cost effective

location which may be out of the local

jurisdiction or out-of-state.

Obtaining support from residential waste
generators could be resistant to being charged the
true cost of landfill disposal, even if they are
subsidizing it -through other taxes, because they
may perceive free/cheap disposal of waste as a
right and often do not realize that they are
paying for it through other fees or taxes.

Future Work if Board Approves the Concepts

The major tasks and staff time required to implement a
requirement to either charge or disclose the true costs of
landfilling would include:

+

¢

Obtaining detailed input from external customers

on how best to implement these concepts: 2 staff

for 2 months

Research and prepare legislative language: 2

staff for 2 months

Prepare regulations to clarify legislative e,
language: 1 staff for 10 months

Implement reporting and monitoring procedures: 1

staff for 5-6 months

Ongoing monitoring of program: 1 staff as needed

Other Strategy Options

*

Educate local jurisdictions/landfill operators
about full cost accounting

Actively promote and encourage landfills/local
governments to charge and/or disclose the true,
unsubsidized cost of landfill disposal. Actively
promote the use of Full Cost Accounting.

Direct staff to determine the true, unsubsidized
cost of landfill dispesal and then make the data
available to the public.
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California Integrated Waste Management Board
Resolution No. 97-113
March 25, 1987

Adoption of 50% Initiative Strategy # 14 and Strategy # 15:
Reguire Charging or Disclosing True Costs of Disposal

WHEREAS, to facilitate meeting the 50% diversion requirement
of the Integrated Waste Management Act (IWMA), the Board sought
input from cities and counties, the public and private waste
management and recycling industry, manufacturers, environmental
groups, the public and its own staff on the issues associated
with reaching the 50% goal, potential obstacles, and the Board’s
role in achieving 50% diversion; and

WHEREAS, a team of Board staff evaluated all of the
suggestions received from internal and external sources and
provided the Board with a list of recommended strategies to be
further explored; and

WHEREAS, at the January 23, 1997 Board meeting, the Board
requested that its Committees further evaluate the strategies and
develop recommendations for whether and when to pursue the e
strategies at each Committee’s March meeting:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that after Board
consideration, the Board will determine whether to pursue options
relating to these strategies for requiring all landfills to
disclose and charge the true, unsubsidized cost of landfill
disposal.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated

Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regqularly
adopted at a meeting of the Board held on March 25 - 26, 1997.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENRT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 25-26 1997

AGENDA ITEM \Q

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE
MANAGEMENT BOARD’S 50% INITIATIVE, STRATEGY #12,
STRATEGY #13, AND STRATEGY #39: PROMOTE OR REQUIRE
UNIT PRICING FOR CITIES AND COUNTIES

I. SUMMARY

At its January 23, 1997 meeting, the CIWMB discussed the
recommendations of the "Getting to 50% Initiative" and directed
that their implementation be discussed in more detail by the
Board's various committees. The recommendations concerning the
Board’'s policies and activities relating to encouraging unit
pricing were referred to the Policy, Research and Technical
Assistance Committee. These recommendations are now being
presented for the Board’s consideration.

Unit pricing, or variable rate pricing, or pay-as-you-throw
pricing (see descriptions on page 3 of the attachment) of solid
waste collection is one of the most effective means of increasing
waste diversion and enhancing recycling programs. Unit pricing,
in conjunction with recycling programs, has been very successful
in many communities throughout the United States and Canada.

The "Getting to 50% Initiative" recommended both an
educational/advocacy approach as well as a regulatory approach to
increase the utilization of unit pricing in California.

Advocacy
#12. More actively promote unit pricing
among cities and counties.

Requlatory
#13. Require cities/counties to implement unit pricing
structures that provide incentive for waste diversion.

#39. Require unit pricing for cities and counties
not meeting 25% and/or 50%.

The CIWMB has educated communities through workshops and solid
waste management conferences. This approach, however, primarily
reaches solid waste managers and haulers who are already aware of
and generally supportive of pay-as-you-throw pricing. However,
they ultimately are not the ones who will make the decision to
adopt unit pricing. '

Additional outreach efforts are needed to focus on local decision
makers. New efforts should focus on local elected and appointed
officials, particularly those in communities that still do not
provide meaningful incentives for waste reduction and diversion.

\\
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A regulatory approach, in contrast, would have a greater .
likelihood of having a significant impact. It would, however,

require legislation. Before deciding to pursue a regulatory

requirements to promote unit pricing, the Board should gather

more information on the use of unit pricing in California.

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

The agenda item is being heard on March 18, 1997 by the Policy,
Research and Technical Assistance Committee. The Board last took
action on unit pricing when it approved its manual, "Unit Pricing
Systems," in 1993.

IIT. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

Board members may decide to:

1. ° implement one or more of the 50% Initiative recommendations.

2. give staff other directions.

3. take no action at this time.

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ' e

Staff recommends that the Board implement recommendation #12
"More actively promote unit pricing among cities and counties"
and direct staff to gather and present information in the future
in order for the Board to consider recommendations #13 and #39.

v. ANALYSIS
1. UNIT PRICING WORKS

Unit pricing, if implemented properly, with rates that
provide real incentives, is a proven effective means of
increasing waste diversion and ensuring the success of local
recycling programs. It is also a truly effective strategy
to promote source reduction, the top the waste management
hierarchy. .

Over 1,000 communities throughout the United States and

Canada utilize some form .of unit pricing. Unit Pricing, in
combination with recycling programs, has been dramatically
successful in a wide variety of communities. For example:!

Systems" was completed.

10

‘These results are from 1993 when the CIWMB's manual "Unit Pricing .
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Santa Monica, California, population 87,000,
implemented a variable can system in April, 1992 and
reported a 32 percent decrease in residential tonnage
disposed, as well as a 13 percent increase in
recycling.

Quincy, Illinois, population 40,000,
requires customers to place a payment sticker on each
unit of refuse set at the curb. Quincy reported a 20
percent decrease in disposal tonnages (200 fewer tons
per month), and a 50 percent increase in recycling
program tonnages.

Capital Regional District (Victoria)}, British Columbia,
population 200,000,
each offering collection of 100 liters of refuse per
week funded through property taxes. Additional refuse
must be accompanied by a pre-paid garbage tag/sticker.
As of 1993, the Regional District was diverting 34
percent of its waste stream, on its way to a goal of 50
percent diversion by the year 2000.

Seattle, Washington, population 500,000,
has a variable can billing system for refuse. Even
before Seattle’s curbside recycling program was
implemented in 1987, variable rates helped inspire
residents to recycle 24 percent of the city’s
residential waste stream. Thirty percent of Seattle’ s
waste stream was diverted in 1988, and 40 percent was
recycled in 1991.

\\q
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Antigo, Wisconsin

R R

Darien, Illincis

ot

Sticker

1589 -~ 1991 $50/ton
Waste -48%

Recycling +216%

1991-1992
Waste - 60%

T E X B
Northfield, Hybrid 1990-1992 Unk
Minnesota Waste - 29%

Santa Monica, Variable 1991-1992 $ 17/ton
California Can Waste - 32%

Recycling + 13%

e TR TR W LT T P T R

1990-1992 35 96/ton
Waste - 39%

Recycling +122%

=

ST

St. Cloud, Bag
Minnesota

Three states have enacted requirements for all communities
to use unit pricing; Wisconsin, Minnesota and Washington.

2. THE BOARD COULD APPEAL TO DECISION MAKERS

Since 1993, the CIWMB has widely distributed a unit pricing
educational manual to local communities (see- attachment 2
for an excerpt), held a number of workshops throughout
California, and has hosted several breakout sessions at
solid waste management conferences. These events conveyed
both the benefits of unit pricing and provided
implementation advice gleaned from other communities. They
were, though, attended almost exclusively by local solid
waste managers and solid waste haulers. Most of these
participants were generally supportive of, or active
promoters of, pay-as-you-throw pricing. However, they
ultimately are not the ones who will make the decision to

lSource: "Unit Pricing Systems®, CIWMB, 1993.
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adopt unit pricing. Their proposals must meet a sympathetic
audience among the local political leadership.

At this point, to spur greater consideration and adoption of
pay-as-you-throw pricing in California, additional outreach
efforts should focus on local elected and appointed
officials. Particularly those in communities that still do
not provide meaningful incentives for waste prevention and
diversion.

3. MORE INFORMATION IS NEEDED

The Board’'s efforts in this area to date have focused on
gathering essentially anecdotal information to assist local
jurisdictions implement unit pricing. It was gathered and’
presented (1) to educate those unfamiliar with the subject
and (2) to provide an information base on the nature and
experiences of established programs.

The Board has not performed a systematic analysis of the use
and impact of unit pricing in California. Previous surveys

- indicate that there have been significant impacts on the
waste stream in several California communities including
Pasadena, Lodi and Glendale. What is not known is how
prevalent unit pricing is throughout the state. Before
deciding to pursue legislation to enact unit pricing
regulatory requirements (recommendations #13 and #39), the
Board should gather more information on the use of unit
pricing in California. Some of the questions that should be
answered include:

a How many communities use pay-as-you-throw pricing?

b. What type of system and fee structures are used?

c. What impact on the waste stream has it had?

d What problems have been associated with its adoptlon?
4. "GETTING TO 50% INITIATIVE" RECOMMENDATIONS

Education/Advoca oach

#12. More actively promote unit pricing amcong cities and

counties.

This approach would entail a more active effort by the Board
to promote unit pricing to local governments. New outreach
efforts should focus on local elected and appointed
officials, particularly those in communities that still do
not provide meaningful incentives for waste prevention and
diversion. A dedicated advocate could be used to educate
city and county decision-makers directly about unit
pricing. An advocate could provide information and make

\2\
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presentations to governing bodies and individual decision
makers, such as mayors, supervisors, city managers and
county administrative officers. This advocate could
participate in conferences and make direct contact with
officials, boards of supervisors and city councils. Since
it is important to coordinate this outreach with local
contracting and rate-setting processes, an advocate would
also solicit the assistance of solid waste management
associations to identify and schedule communities for
outreach.

Potential outreach activities include:

a. Working with recycling and solid waste management
organizations to identify likely targets of outreach.

b. Calling, writing to and making presentations before
city councils and boards of supervisors.

c. Hosting educational sessions and informational booths
at conferences, such as those of the League of
California Cities and the California Supervisors
Association Council.

d. Developing presentation materials (letters, speeches,
visual aids) building off the tools the CIWMB and the
U.S. EPA have already developed.

e. Enhance the local presentations made by the CIWMB to
emphasize the benefits of unit pricing.

8 Advantages: :
More actively promoting unit pricing does not regquire
legislation and can thus be carried out merely by
assigning Board staff to this function. It can thus be
implemented and have an impact more quickly than the
regulatory approaches.

This approach would not create a universal requirement and
as a result leaves the evaluation of the appropriateness

of adopting unit pricing to local jurisdictions and avoids
the need for compliance reporting and enforcement efforts.

® Disadvantages: .
With this approach there would be less -certainty that
jurisdictions would move to unit pricing, which would make
its impact less certain than the other recommendations.

Requlatory Approaches :
The regulatory approaches, if implemented, would have the

greatest assurance of having a significant impact. They
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would, however, require legislation which means that there
is no assurance that they would be implemented or be
implemented in time to impact local efforts to attain the 50
percent diversion goals. This legislation would also likely
receive close scrutiny by local governments, and waste
haulers.

Since there are circumstances faced by some communities that
make unit pricing impractical, any such requirement would
need to allow for exceptions. The need to accept and
consider applications for exceptions would delay local
implementation and reduce the number of communities the
requirement would affect. It could also cause additional
work for Board staff and local jurisdictions applying for an
exception.

A variety of factors must be considered when evaluating the
suitability of unit pricing for a community. Some of these
include: '

a. The jurisdiction s current success in meeting the
state’s, and its own, waste management and dlver31on
goals is important. , .

b. Since most communities already have a waste management
system in place, and in many cases, an integrated one,
its suitability to volume based pricing must be
evaluated.

c. A pricing structure that stimulates the generation of
recyclable materials must be accompanied by adequate
market demand for those materials.

d. A community’s current and future disposal options are
important. If plentiful, affordable disposal capacity
is available, the potential costs of a unit pricing
system may outweigh the benefits.

e. Various features of a community can affect the
difficulty and cost of implementing a pay-as-you-throw
system. In some cases these costs could be :
prohibitive.

#13. Require cities/counties to implement unit pricing structures
that provide incentive for waste diversion.

With this approach, legislation would be pursued that would

require all jurisdictions to utilize pricing arrangements

for solid waste collection that provided a significant

incentive for waste generators to minimize their waste

stream.

\23
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® Advantages: ‘
If 1mp1emented requiring universal adoption of unit
pricing would have the most significant and immediate
impact.

® Disadvantages:
Jurisdictions that have, or will, reach the IWM waste
diversions goals would also need to implement unit
pricing.

#39. Require unit pricing for cities and counties not meeting 25%

and/or 50%.

With this approach, legislation would be pursued that would

require those jurisdictions who did not meet the IWM

diversion goals to utilize unit or volume based pricing for

solid waste collection. Some further specifications of this

requirement would be needed.

0O Would this requirement apply just to the 2000 goal or

to the 1995 goal as well?

O Would failure to meet the numerical goals alone cause

the requirement to be enforced or would implementing

appropriate programs avert it?

0 Would the requirement be applied to jurisdictions
that have been allowed to meet lesser goals?

B Advantages:

Facing a potential requirement to implement unit pricing

would provide an additional incentive for local
jurisdictions to attain the IWM diversion goals.

If this approach were only applied to the year 2000 50%

goal, it would not be enforced until 2002 or later which
would allow additional lead time for local jurisdictions.

@ Disadvantages:
This requirement would be applied only to jurisdictions

who did not reach the 50% goal (or who received approval

to meet reduced goals). This could be exceptionally
burdensome to some of these jurisdictions. It is also
possible that few jurisdictions will fail to meet their
goals.

5. A COMBINED APPROACH

Rather than deciding which approach(es) to adopt or abandon at

this time, the Board can also choose to implement the advocacy
approach while considering the regulatory one in the future.

Board can begin now to actively promote unit pricing while

\24
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investigating the feasibility of the regulatory requirements.
There will still be some time to pursue legislation, especially
for a requirement applied to the year 2000 goal. Additional
research could be conducted in the near future toc assess the
costs and benefits of a regulatory approach. In addition to the
information discussed in 3. above, other factors to consider
include: '

a. The number of jurisdictions that may be impacted by
regulations- {that have not met the 1955 IWM diversion goal
and potentially won’t meet the 2000 goal).

b. The potential response of jurisdictions that may be affected
by such a regquirement if it were enacted.

c. The state’s overall success in meeting the IWM diversion
goals.

VI. ATTACHMENTS
.Pay-As-You-Thxow Fact Sheet.

VII. APPROVALS

Reviewed by: Dennis Meyers ﬂ J ,” Phone: 255-2242

Reviewed by: Rick Beardéjgz9 . Phone: 255-2710
Reviewed by: Marie Lavergne 5’% Phone: 255-2#69
Reviewed by: . Phone:
Reviewed by: Phone:
Reviewed by: Phone:
Legal review: Phone:

\0§
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: -WHAT |s Unrr Pmcme"

8800 CaL Center DriIvE
. Sacramento, CA 95826

FOR MORE INFORMATION
ABOUT THIS SERIES,
CONTACTTHE CALIFORNIA
INTEGRATED WaSTE
MANAGEMENT BOARD AT
.- 9162552200
. ~OR THE CTWMB WasTe
INFORMATION SERVICE AT
800.553.2962.

The name “Unit Pricing” may notbe .
familiar; however the concept certainly

- is. Unit Pricing — pricing per unit — is
. the basic pricing system we face every

day for almost everything we buy:

dollars per gallon of gasoline, per loaf of ~

bread, per ovemnight video rental, per

foot of water. In fact, prices that are not
set by the unit are the exception, rather
than the rule:- all-you-can-eat pizza
buffets, copier service agreements, and '

- -.government servnccs such as pollce and
ﬁre protectlon ’

Municipal-solid waste service (house- -

hold garbage disposal) has traditionally

~ been funded through taxes or flat rate
billing. This pricing scheme creates the .

same incentive as the all-you-can-eat
pizza buffet: the smart economic move

-is to eat — or throw away — all you

can, because the more you get for a fixed
price, the better deal you're getting. All-
you-can-dump solid waste pricing has
played a significant part in creating the
national solid waste crisis, exemplified
by disappearing landfill capacity, rising
disposal costs, limited use of recycling
programs, and the attitude that unlimited

~ waste service is a right.

‘ 'lThe'refore,'Uhit Pricing for solid-waste
disposal means charging a fee for each -

unit disposed. The unit may be mea-

- sured by the bag, by the can, or by the ]
: pound

J e

.PAY AS YOU THROW . e

UNIT PRICING FOR SOLID WASTE

y WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS OF UNH’
Pmcms'-‘

Although the transition to a Unit Pncmg
system can be difficult for agencies -
accustomed to flat rate billing, Unit -
Pricing can make a profound change that
leads to a variety of benefits. Most

" - importantly, it creates the connection
kilowatt hour of electricity, or per cubic .

between each customer’s cost and

- disposal habits, and provides an incen-
" tive for customers to make smarter
-choices in how they handle their own

WHS[C

All Unit Pricing Systerns offer important

_ - advantages for both the solid waste
" agencies and their customers:

M Increased awareness of solid waste
‘costs. Traditionally, true solid waste
operational costs have been obscured
from the consumer by being lumped
" . into one general tax bill that covers
many public services. Unit Pricing
makes customers aware of the cost of
~ the waste services they use, and
‘reinforces that awareness every time
_ a customer pays a garbage bill or

buys a pre-paid garbage bag or tag/ .

sticker.

- Incentive to reduce waste., When B
‘custorners have to pay more for each

“ can or bag disposed, they are likely

“~to think twice before purchasing

excessively packaged products at the
- store, or throwmg old lettuce into the

trash mstcad of the: compost plle

n _Incentlve.to r_ecycle. If lhrpwmg

away is more expensive because the

B R LT
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" .° waste management system costs. -

=  true costs of dlsposal are accounted

~ " for, recycling becomes a ‘more: - ~
” economically beneﬁclal option.. This R
financial incentive can help increase - ’["hg- term “Unit Pricing” does not refer to

-~ use of recycling programs, and can”
reduce total waste managernent
system costs

-I Reduced dependenc“e on landfills
or incinerators.. Unit L Pricing will-.
- Teduce tonnage going to landfills or
incinerators. Therefore, the need for
- expansmn of landﬁlls is postponed

[ | Stablllzed system costs. Fmal

d:sposal is often the most unstable,

and sometimes the most expensive, . . -
component of solid waste system — _
cost. The incentives created by Unit_
_ Pricing by reducing the impact of , _

. landfill costs can help stabilize total -

: How DO Unrr Pmcme svsrsms
;woax‘? At

a particular pricing system, but rather

- .describes any funding system that
charges customers according to the -
amount of waste disposed.- Virtually all

_ current Unit Pricing systéms can be’

. classified by one of the five types de-

- scribed below. Addmonally, minor .
-design elements within each system can .
be tailored to meet a community’s
umque solid wastegoals

VARIABLE CAN Customers
“subscribe™ to 2 set number - -
_ and/or varying sizes of cans per ~ -
~ collection weéek. Alternatively, waste )
- collectors can record weekly sétouts in a :
. -route Book. and bill the customer accord-
mgly Serv1ce-1s purchased ona per-can'

- basis. - —-

- . : T . e

& Equity among customers. Flatraté . -« . -7 ~~ .

between high- and Jow-level dispos-

billing-and taxes make no distinction'.fj' am BAGAIl i-efuse set ouf for -
- igh- -level dispos- . ‘ collection must be.contained in ,

ers. With Unit Pricing, customers-

are charged according to the amount )

of waste they dlspose

B Help in meeting legislated diver- _
- sion goals.” The State of California,
as well as other states and counties -
across the country, has mandated -
recycling or disposal reduction goals
for communities within its jurisdic-.

_tion. Unit Pricing systems can create
- -incentives that encourage customers. _

to change their disposal: habns to -
~-help meet these goais.

specially marked: garbage bags
(usually marked with the city logo).
- Bags are sold ata pnce that includes
some or all of the cost of providing
refuse collection and management -
. service. Service i is purchased on a per-

bagbasxs‘ - L e

TAG/STICKER Each container -
_ @ (bag or can) of refuse set out for _
collection must have an official -
tag/sticker on it (possibly marked with' :
the city logo). Tags/stickers are sold at'a - -
price that includés some or ail of the cost
of providing refuse collection and _
management service.' Service is pur:
>chased on a per-fag/sticker basis.

. . - ) 3 - o, . .
. - - b -~ c. - N -
K - . 3 . -

. . -

..~ . .- .. printed on recycled paper



. ) WEIGHT -BASED Eachcanof . -refuse mustbe setoutin a city logo-.
. . - T — | = refuse is weighed as itis. - marked bag, or in a bag or can accompa-
: - dumped into the truck. Com- - nied by a city tag/sticker (priced to contrib-
- putér_ records bill customers accordingto  ute revenue for solid waste service). -
_the weight of refuse disposed. "+ . - ‘
T T - 7. = Below is achart displaying the strengths
_ HYBRID A set level of service  and weaknesses of each system. Note:
(one can or bag per week, for Some incentives to reduce waste and recycle

. - -example) is funded through (a strength), as well as potential risk of illegal -
i . taxes or flat-rate billing. Additional _ dumping (a weakness), are common to all.
T e Unrr Pmcms SvsTEM CHARACTERISTICS .
) - s - ‘”-,.-,__' .-,EE E!! s . B . -_:..;W.l é
System rewards consisfent waste reduction;  Most expensive system currently in
VARMBLE CAN - compatible with automatic and semi- operation, because of billing, inventary, and
automatic collection systems: fairly stable customer service costs; fixed subscription -
- . "__. revenue stream; waste agency has many level removes week-to-week incentive to - - N

©-..7 . -optidns in the dwgn of rate structurés.. Teduce waste below that level; collectors
’ . : e must-insure that refuse is in approved
. containers that are not over-weight,

. _ Easy to implement and operate; can be - .Less compatible with automatic or semi- -
T e T ) B@\G " implemented rapidly; no billing system -, _ .nutoqiaﬁq collection systems; provides
- ' " needed:, compatible with franchiséor . unstable revenue stream: has potential for.

* * contract haulers; allows customers flexibility problems with animals scattering.garbage
. : - . intheir dlsposal level, while provndmg an - from damaged bags: may enéourag'e
e - B " i- _ incentive 1o reduce even below one bag of  customers to keep excess garbage for
- réfuse: improves collector efﬁczency. gives followmg colTecuon L -
T “ . neighborhoods a tidy appearance, withno . - o )
empty cans on the street: limits need for - ’ - -

. ) Customer Service Representatives (CSRs) -
- - .___and enforcement.
Easy to implement and operate, can be May be incompatible with automated or
TAG/STICKER implemented rapidiy; no billing system semi-automated collection systems; provides
) needed; compatible with franchise or " uncertain revenues; difficult to enforce

- . .conract system; allows customers flexibility container size limits at the curb:-has

) in their disposa) levek-while providing an potential for animals scattering arbage

- ~ — incemive to reduce even below onc unit of when used with bags: may encourage
-.refuse; improves collector efficiency; limits customersTo keep excess refuse for later

. - .. necd for CSRs and enforcement; low - collection; confusion regarding assigned
_ .+ - purchase and distribution costs. value of tag/sticker can cause customer
R - g - © | service problems; tagslsuckcu cen fa]l oﬂ' in
- = S - : - cold weather. -

. . ) . - ) " Offers flexible billing system options;” . Currently implemented on a pilot basis only;
C . - "WEIGHT-. *  pound-by-pound charging systcm creates s~ new approach with fiinimal data available= -
~ . ~ | - -BASED - clear wasie reduction and recycling incentive . may be.tough. political sell; is potentially

. ’ - afall]iisposal Ievelsi;equirs_no collector - expensive 1o set ‘up. mcludmg computer. -

_ - ¢ judgment at the curb; generates excellent’ * - systems, cans, and scales; results in slower™
T 7. dawmtorarget waste diversionand wutfwcolbclmundersoms@em

- -7 ’ ’ management program modifications. - designs.

A - toe : Fur]y stable revenue stream; low  — Noi incentive to minimize waste beiow base

) . “.. |- HYBRID . ‘implememsiion cost: polmca.llye.anerto - - level; requires two-pant reveuuemcovu'y
- . * implement than other systems; natural - - * ° system (fixed and variabl¢ recovery); o)

. C - = LT . o mnsmonsxcpwodmsym dmoungu Mmaynmbeappammm
- e - " - ¢ illegal dumping. - m%




ARE UNT PRICING SYSTEMS - = - _ week. Additional refuse must be

. OPERATING SUCCESSFULLY" ... .- .accompanied by a separate pre-paid " .
‘ ..~ .- .. garbage tag/sticker. The Regional '
~In the 19805 only a small number of ' District currently diverts 34 percent
o — Unit Pricing systems were operatingin ~ of its waste stream and is approach-
- .- places like Olympia, Washington; . ingits goal of 50 percent diversion
Plantation, Florida; and Santa Clara, - . by the year2000. - - _

: California. As of January 1993, Unit - - .
- " Pricing systems had spread to more than @ Seattle, Washington, population

1,000 communities with the potentialto = . 500,000, has a variable can billing -
- expand to 1,800 communities by early’ - -~ . system for refuse.” Thirty percent of
1994, At the time of this wﬁting, more -  Seattle’s waste stream was diverted
- than 20 Unit Pricing-systems are in in 1988, and 40 percent was re- '
opcranon in California. ‘ cycled by.1991. Even before
. = i . Seattle's curbside recycling program
_ " The current surge of Unit Pricing sys- began in 1987, vanable rates helped
. tems can be attributed to their proven inspire residents to recycle 24
- success records in.various communities. percent of the city’s resxdenna]
Forexampler . - - =z .. -~ - waste stream.

- . a0 i —
. . -

M Santa Monica, California, popula- _WHEFIE. CAN WE LEARN MORE
tion 88,000, implemented a variable . ABOUT UNIT PRICING ?

can garbage rate system in April T - o : o e
- . 1992. Santa Monica reports a 32 - The California Integrated Waste = :
: percent decrease in residential " ‘Management Board has a series of.
tonnage disposed and.a 13 percent documents on the entire Unit Pricing
increase in tons recycled. ~ process, from initial consideration of a

: : new system to final implementation,, -
B Quincy, inois, population 40,000,  Unm PRICING FOR SoLiD WASTE: An

requires customers to place a pay- Introduction for Decision Makers ..
“ment tag/sticker on each unit of {Document #100-93-001) helps solid
refuse set at the curb. Quincy _ waste managers decide whether some
reports a 20 percent decrease in kind of Unit Pricing system can benefit

disposal tonnage (200 fewer tons per”  their community. Bevono tHE DECisioN:
month), and a 50 percent increase in  Unir Pricing System Design and
- recycling program tonnage. . Implementation (Document #100-93-
- T .. --003) helps solid waste managers to focus
B Capital Regional District, British on one system and begin the planning-
Columbia (Victoria), includes four ~ process. ‘The Resource Guipe To UNmT -

“core” municipalities (total popula- PriciNG For Souip Waste: Case Studies
tion 200,000), each of which limits ~ and References (Document #100-93-
‘collection of refuse funded through 004) includes case studies and lists.
propeny taxes to 100 lners pcr - _addmonal sources of information about :
- » ~ . Unit Pncmg systems.” . - .

. . . . . ’ :
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Attachmént
CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
RESOLUTION 57-115

APPROVAL OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION REGARDING PROMOTING OR REQUIRING
UNIT PRICING FOR CITIES AND COUNTIES; 50% INITIATIVE, STRATEGY
#12, STRATEGY #13, AND STRATEGY #39: PROMOTE OR REQUIRE UNIT
PRICING FOR CITIES AND COUNTIES .

WHEREAS, a state law effective in 1990 requires waste diversion
in order to conserve landfill space and natural resources; and

WHEREAS, cities and counties must divert 25% of their waste by
1995 and 50% of thelr waste by 2000; and

WHEREAS, the Board has the legal authority to provide a951stance
to cities and counties to meet the diversion mandate. :

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, after Board consideration, the
Board will more actively promote unit pricing among cities and
counties and direct staff to gather and present information in
the future in order for the Board to consider pursuing
legislation to require unit pricing.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board on March 25, 1997.

Dated:

Ralph Chandler
Executive Director
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AGENDA ITEM 20

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE
' MANAGEMENT BOARD'S S50% INITIATIVE, STRATEGY #3,
STRATEGY #16, AND STRATEGY #24:

A. STRATEGY #3: EXEMPT RURAL JURISDICTIONS FROM DIVERSION
PLANNING AND GOALS

B. STRATEGY #16: ALLOW SALES OF DIVERSION ABOVE MANDATED GOALS

C. STRATEGY $#24: ALLOW TRANSFORMATION TO COUNT FOR MORE THAN
10% DIVERSION FOR 50% DIVERSION GOAL

I. SUMMARY

At its January meeting, the California Integrated Waste
Management Board (Board) directed each Committee to consider
selected items from the 50% Initiative Staff Proposal and present
recommended actions to the Board in March. This agenda item will
allow the Beoard to consider the following S50% Initiative
concepts:

3. Exempt rural cities and counties from IWMA diversion planning
and goals. :

16. Allow cities/counties that divert waste above mandated goal
to sell excess diversion to other cities/counties.

24. Allow transformation to count for more than 10% diversion for
50% diversion goal. '

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

As directed at the January 22, 1997 Board meeting, the Policy,
Research and Technical Assistance Committee {(Committee) con-
sidered this item at its March 18 meeting. The Committee’s
action on the item was not available at the time this item went
to print.

13\
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ITII. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

Specific options related to each concept are found in the
attached analyses. In general, the Board may choose to:

1. further investigate one or more concepts for implementation;
or

2. recommend a modification to the concept and further
investigate the modified concept;

3. not further investigate one or more of the concepts.

Iv. ANALYSIS

A brief staff analysis for each concept to be considered by the
Board follows. Each discussion includes: 1) the concept raised
in the 50% initiative process; 2} Board work on the concept to
date; 3) relationship of the concept to other Board activities
and other work; 4) key issues; 5) future Board work if concept is
approved; and &) recommended strategy options, which include not
pursuing the concept further and possible modifications to the

concept.

This concept suggests that rural cities and counties be exempted
from the Integrated Waste Management Act (Act) diversion planning
and goal requirements due to the small amount of waste they
generate and their lack of resources for implementing diversion
programs.

Approximately 27%, or 128, of California's 531 cities and
counties qualify under existing law as rural. Rural cities and
counties are home to approximately 7% of California’s population
and generate about 8% of California's waste stream. Rural cities
and counties are required to produce the -same types of plans and
meet the same diversion goals as other cities and counties unless
they petition the Board for reduced requirements. Exempting
rural cities or counties, or including alternative goals, was
previously discussed when the Act was originally drafted.
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Given minimal resources in rural cities and counties, preparation
of plans and measurement of goal achievement may be comparatively
very costly for them. Implementation of this concept would have
the effect of reducing rural city and county costs.

Initiation of this concept would require legislation and
subsequent modification of existing Board programs.

Board Work on Concept to Date

Existing statute prohibits implementation of this concept. The
Board has approved lower disposal reduction goals and/or extended
goal deadlines when petitioned by rural jurisdictions, as
currently allowed by statute. In addition, Board staff has begun
reviewing annual reports from all jurisdictions which outline
programs implemented, populations served, and diversion
accomplished. In regards to reviewing annual reports and
conducting biennial reviews for rural programs, Board staff will
carefully consider population density, geographic area covered,
distance to markets, and collection and transportation costs when
evaluating program implementation and goal achievement. This will
assist Board staff in making recommendations to the Board as to

whether a jurisdiction has taken all feasible steps to reduce
disposal (i.e., made a “good faith” effort).

larionshi ] ; 3 Activiti 1 ot} ]

Statute specifies that all jurisdictions have an ongoing
responsibility to reduce the amount of waste they send to
landfills relative to what was disposed in 199%90. Many rural
jurisdictions have accepted that challenge and have planned and
begun disposal reduction programs to meet the 25% and 50%
disposal reduction goals. Others have successfully petitioned
the Board, and as a result, received reduced goals or time
extensions. Petitioning the Board has typically been based upon
lack of resources, distance to markets, and low waste generation
amounts. In some cases rural jurisdictions have done very little
in their attempt to reduce disposal.

188
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Some jurisdictions have formed Joint Power Agencies and Regional
Agencies to coordinate their integrated waste management efforts
and take advantage of economies of scale to achieve the disposal
reduction goals. In some areas, private industry has taken the
lead in building the infrastructure to collect, process, and use
materials from rural areas.

Rey Issues

Exempting rural jurisdictions from the Act raises several issues
which the Board should consider. These include:

¢+ Reaching the Goal
Changes in state and federal legislation have shifted more

financial burden to counties, so rurals have even less funding
available for waste management programs.

If rurals are exempted, more Board resources could be
available to assist local jurisdiction diversion programs in
urban areas. :

If rurals are exempted, it is still possible that, statewide,
the 50% goal could be achieved as the rural cities and
counties only generate about 8% of California’s waste.

Without local government support, rural residents may lose
interest in recycling, composting and other waste reduction
strategies.

e Egquitable Treatment of Jurisdictions

Many rural jurisdictions have allocated the necessary funds to
complete their mandated planning documents and to implement
programs. Removing the requirements at this time may be
perceived as unfair for jurisdictions, both urban and rural,
that have already expended resources to comply with the Act.

134
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Many urban jurisdictions also face budget shortfalls and could
raise questions of equitable treatment.

s Economic Impacts

Proposition 218, passed by the voters last year, has raised
issues regarding current and future funding of waste diversion
programs if the city or county has relied on parcel-based
fees.

A rural exemption could impact private investments in
collection, processing, and use of secondary materials. It
might lead to business closures.

i k if Conc ig 3

An exemption for rural cities and counties will require statutory
change. If such a change were made, the Board would need to
revise regulations pertaining to rural cities and counties. As
this effort would require additional study and the rewriting of
existing statute and regulations, significant resources may be
required. This would result in the Board having to reassess
existing priorities and redirecting staff efforts. Based on that
discussion, the Board could decide whether to pursue Board-
sponsored legislation.

Recommended Strategy Options

The Board could choose to:

1. not pursue the concept further;

2. hold a workshop to discuss the issues associated with how and
whether to exempt rural cities and counties from diversion

requirements of the Act;

3. change the topic of the workshop to rural relief rather than
rural exemption; or

\35°
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4. direct staff to prepare a policy paper, based on current
knowledge, recommending specific rural relief strategies that
would not require legislative change, such as relaxed planning
and reporting regquirements.

‘This concept would allow cities and counties to transfer or sell

13

diversion tonnage above the 50% goal. However, with the passage
of AB 2494, the Board no longer tracks diverted materials, but
now measures goal achievement through disposal reduction. For
this reason diversion credits will from now on be referred to as
disposal reduction credits.

Some cities and counties can divert waste more cost effectively
than others. If those cities and counties could sell the
disposal reduction “credits” (tonnage) that exceed their goals to
other jurisdictions, they would have an incentive to maximize
disposal reduction. Other cities and counties without the benefit
of economies of scale, proximity to markets or that lack
resources could buy the “credits” and thereby achieve their goals
at a lower cost.

This would allow cities, counties and the Board to minimize
their costs in meeting the diversion goals. While this approach
would not necessarily cause the most additional diversion, it
could significantly reduce the cost to California of meeting the
goals.

Theoretically this approach would allow additional cities to
claim meeting the disposal reduction goals.. Also, this concept
would be a new program for the Board and would require
legislation.
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Board Work on Concept, to Date

The Board’s disposal reporting system and current goal
measurement system tracks the progress of individual
jurisdictions. Through this system, some jurisdictions will be
identified that surpass the diversion goals of 25% in 1995 and
50% in 2000. Other jurisdictions will fall short of those goals.

Staff have some experience with regional agencies, which share
some similarities with this concept. With the passage of AB 2494
in 1992, existing law allows two or more jurisdictions to form
regional agencies. For the purposes of goal measurement, the
progress of the entire regional agency, not the member
jurisdictions, is tracked. In this way, the participating
jurisdictions already “share”, or “contribute” disposal reduction
credits to the region. The amount of effort and required costs
from each jurisdiction are not required to be equal, and the
amount of diversion that results from each city’s effort will
also be different. While Board staff is not aware of any
jurisdictions “buying” their way into a regional agency with
excess diversion, it could theoretically occur. The Board
reviews and approves of the agreements that local jurisdictions
use to form regional agencies, but there are no requirements
related to disclosure of any motives, related agreements, or
trade-offs.

To date, Board staff has not done an extensive analysis of this
strategy. Because this strategy would be a major shift in policy
and require significant changes in legislation, staff would
require Board direction prior to committing significant resources
in pursuing this strategy.

1ati i ot] B 1 Activits 3ot} Woxl
Changes in the way a jurisdiction can achieve the diversion goals
would affect numerous Board activities, including: review of
revised local plans (Revised Source Reduction and Recyecling
Elements, Non-disposal Facility Elements, County Summary Plans,
and potentially County Siting Elements) which may be necessary
because the original plans were prepared under the current goal

\n
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measurement system; review of local jurisdiction annual reports
(the vehicle local jurisdictions use to show their progress
toward the goals); and the Board's biennial review and goal
measurement process. Local jurisdictions, haulers, disposal
facility operators, and counties would also need to adjust to
accommodate the new system, which may not be consistent with
existing contracts, relationships, or practices.

Key Issueg

* Good Faith Efforts

Under current law, the Board must consider a jurisdiction’s

“good faith efforts” to implement programs designed to achieve

the goals, not just the level of diversion reached. Goal

measurement is just a part of determining a jurisdiction’s

*good faith efforts”, because statute requires the Board to

consider many other issues and any extenuating circumstances

such as a lack of markets, emergencies, and natural disasters. e
In addition, current law allows for petitions for goal-year

extensions and goal reductions, regional agency formation, and

other flexibility.

Local jurisdictions are very concerned about possible Board
action if they fail to reach the goal. They also have broader
concerns. While the Board will consider the extenuating
circumstances, local government staff are concerned that
“sound-bites” and headlines rarely contain explanations, and
that the political ramifications of failing to meet the
diversion goals will be substantial.

e Accountability of Jurisdictions ‘

AB 939 established accountability at the individual

jurisdiction level. This strategy could be seen as counter to

that premise. AB 939 also encourages jurisdictions to achieve

the “maximum diversion feasible”. This strategy appears to

focus on each jurisdiction accumulating “credits” equivalent

to the “minimum diversion necessary”. As such, it could be .
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considered too extreme and/or counter to the original intent
of AB 9383.

It could be argued that jurisdictions already can and do “buy”
disposal reduction indirectly, by funding regional agencies or
joint powers authorities which actually carry out the
diversion programs. This strategy could be seen as an
extension of this activity that will result in the expansion
of the most cost-effective programs, concentration of
resources where they can be most effective, taking advantage
of the benefits of economies of scale, and increasing tons
diverted per dollar, if not increasing the total amount of
diversion.

e More Adjustments to Statute

Legislation resulting from this proposal could be seen as
"changing the rules"™ again, resulting in frustration and

e confusion at the local level. It might also raise concerns
that approved plans or past reports would need to be revised
and resubmitted. Any change in legislation raises local
concerns of additional costs, changes in staffing, and changes
in direction.

This strategy acknowledges the fact that each jurisdiction is
unique, and that one approach (e.g., one goal measurement
method) may not work in all cases. It could be viewed as an .
additional level of flexibility that some jurisdictions will
need as they struggle with the very real prcblems of shrinking
budgets, reduced staffing levels and conflicting priorities.
While most affected parties would probably welcome open,
flexible options in relation to sharing diversion “credits”,
prescriptive or mandatory solutions that resulted in increased
costs and/or staff-time would not be so well received.

e (Continued Motivation by Jurisdictions to Meet 50% Goal

If an alternative arises which allows a jurisdiction to buy
“credit” rather than divert material, some jurisdictions could

@ A
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reduce their efforts.

As a result,

the amount of diversion

statewide in 2000 could be lower than under the current

system. Based on the eccnomic

concerns heard often from local

government, such ‘a system of credits could be a disincentive
to jurisdiction diversion programs.

Based on extensive interactions
staff believes that the vast ma
committed to achieving the dive
number of jurisdictions which 4
though it is not yet required.
regarding diversion, the public
governments take an active role
If this is true, then even with
this strategy should not result
local efforts, but could result
jurisdictions that cannot affor
programs directly.

Economic Impacts

If jurisdictions are unable to
diversion programs, then it is
to purchase disposal reduction
particularly true because some
accomplished using a small port
while dispcsal reduction “credi
It could be argued that this st
program in which smaller, poore
more affluent jurisdictions to

with jurisdictions, Board
jority of local governments are
rsion goals. There are a
ivert more than 50% now, even
With the current awareness
often demands that local

in recycling and composting.
the availability of “credits”,
in substantially diminished
in reduced costs for those
d to carry out diversion

afford the cost of implementing
not known how they could afford
“credits”. This would be
programs can often be

ion of existing resources,

ts” could be a new expenditure.
rategy could implement a

r jurisdictions pay larger,
conduct diversion programs that

they could already afford apnd were already conducting.

In addition, jurisdictions buyi
would be sending funds out of t
return (other than avoidance of

ng disposal reduction “credits”
heir area with little or no
a possible fine that is

actually related to their *“good faith efforts” to implement

diversion programs). These juri

sdictions would not benefit

from jobs, economic stimulation, or value-added enhancements
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that an actual diversion program could create in the local
area.

* Administration of Exchanges

The exchange of “credits” could be left to the local
jurisdictions. 1In this case, there would be no control or
regulation related to the pricing of diversion credits.
Considerable pressure could be exerted on jurisdictions in
need of diversion “credits”. While the strategy mentions the
sale of excess credits, it is not difficult to see the
potential for exchanges of other resources, services, or
favors. In addition to political concerns, there will
probably be unforeseen complexities and issues related to the
gale of “diversion credits”. '

The Board could take a lead role in establishing a “diversion

e credit exchange”. And, if desired, the Board could regulate
how exchanges took place. Parity of credits, wvalue of
exchanges, timing of exchanges, and other items would have to
be considered.

Board staff would need to be involved to a high degree because
they provide the oversight, coordinate the disposal reporting
system, and review/approve of the calculations/methods used to
"determine a jurisdiction’s diversion rate.

It is important to keep in mind that disposal reduction
credits would need to be the excess disposal reduction TONNAGE
(e.g. 100 tons of disposal reduction in excess of the goal),
not the excess disposal reduction PERCENTAGE (e.g. 2% points
above the 50% goal). A percent _of disposal reduction in a
large city may represent thousands of tons, while in a small
city 1% may only be a few tons.

Large cities are more likely to implemeht many diversion
programs and have excess credits. One large city could sell

@ | \a
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enough excess disposal reduction tons to pull numerocus small
jurisdictions to above the 50% goal.

The private sector has many contracts, agreements, and
existing facilities in cooperation with local governments. A
jurisdiction may not be able to change diversion practices
radically, if it has any long-term (beyond 2000) agreements,
such as a franchise agreement, a long-term contract for
recycling services or an agreement regarding operation of an
existing facility. Where long-term agreements do not exist,
there could be significant impacts on local solid waste
diversion service providers as jurisdictions stop diverting
and start buying “credits”.

; X if s 7 3

The Board would request a full, in-depth presentation on thisg
strategy. Staff would prepare an analysis on issues associated

with changing the method used for measuring goal achievement and e
the implementation of a system using transferable diversion
“credits”. Staff would need to fully explore this issue with the

affected parties and gather input on any impacts and benefits
associated with this strategy. Based on the information
gathered, staff would prepare an agenda item for Board
consideration. Subsequent to Board discussion, the Board would
decide whether to pursue Board-sponsored legislation. If so
directed by the Board, staff would develop proposed legislative
language for Board consideration.

This proposal would require significant resources to complete a
detailed analysis, write statutory language, rewrite regulations
and finally administer the program. Resources would have to be
the product of redirection from other areas of the Board.

R led 'S oL i :
The Board could:

1) direct the presentation of an agenda item regarding Changes to
Disposal Reduction Goals and Goal Measurement which includes .
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consideration of allowing cities and counties to sell
diversion in excess of the goals;

2) direct staff to solicit further input from local
jurisdictions, counties, the solid waste industry, and other

interested parties on the concept;

3) direct staff to develop proposed legislative language on
disposal reduction “credits”; or

4} choose not to pursue the concept further.

This concept consists of suggestions ranging from: 1) revisit
incineration of municipal solid waste now that technology allows
cleaner burning plants; 2) define cogeneration and waste-to-
energy as diversion; and 3) encourage incineration of
contaminated or unmarketable combustible waste.

Existing law counts transformation as disposal until 1995, then
allows transformation to count for up to 10 of the 50% goal in
2000. The topic of transformation has been controversial since
the Act was first drafted. Staff’s analysis was limited.to
existing waste-to-energy and biomass facilities, as construction
of new transformation facilities appears to be controlled by
other factors such as economics, public opinion (NIMBY), and
Public Utilities Commission (PUC) deregulation. There are ,
currently three Board-permitted waste-to-energy facilities which
burn approximately 1 million tons of solid waste from
approximately 100 jurisdictions. Biomass facilities (not
permitted by the Board) are more numerous, serve numerous cities
and counties statewide, and burn between 6 and 8 million tons of
material.

Changes to the goal calculation system as proposed could result
in small additional cost to the Board, cities, and counties.
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Because biomass facility reporting was made necessary by AB 688
(not by this concept), biomass facilities (which are not
currently part of the disposal reporting system) will incur costs
related to reporting the amounts and jurisdictions of origin of
material burned. Biomass facility reporting must start prior to
2000 to limit biomass credit to 10 points of the 50 percentage
point goal for each jurisdiction claiming biomass diversion, as
required by statute. The calculations related to biomass
diversion will be complicated because of the structure of the
statutes.

Costs related to facility reporting could be eliminated, if
transformation and biomass were considered 100% diversion
activities. Because we have a system of disposal-based reporting
and disposal reduction measurement for goal achievement,
diversion activities do not need to be tracked. Aany other
changes to the 10 point limit (from a 1 point limit to a 99 point
limit) will not significantly change the costs related to
reporting, because the information will be gathered regardless of
the level. '

This concept would modify existing Board programs and would
require both legislative and regulatory changes.

Board Work on Concept. to Date

The topic of transformation has been very controversial since the
Act was first drafted. Almost every year since then, legislation
has been introduced to change the way transformation is treated.
Staff has analyzed those bills, and the Board has considered
positions on them.

To date, successful legislation has: established the 10 point
limit 1in 2000 for permitted transformation facilities (PRC
Section 41783, AB -939); allowed jurisdictions not to rely on
transformation if they choose not to (AB 939); established the
method for measuring transformation (AB 2494); established
petitions for goal reductions. for jurisdictions that are
constrained by existing transformation agreements (PRC Section
41786) and with the passage of AB 260 the Board granted a

\y
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reduction in the 25% goal to the City of Lakewood; added biomass
conversion and established that biomass or transformation (not a
combination of both) may count up to 10 points of a
jurisdiction’s 50 percentage point goal (PRC Section 41783.1, AB
688} .

Board staff has worked closely with representatives from the
entities most experienced with and most knowledgeable of
transformation/biomass issues, including: Stanislaus County, Los
Angeles County Sanitation District, City of Long Beach, City of
Commerce, City of Lakewood, and the Biomass Power Industry.

There have been numerous proposals to raise or eliminate the 10
point limit. To date, legislation resulting from the proposals
has not been successful. '

Because this strategy would represent a major shift in policy and
require significant changes in legislation, staff would require
Board direction prior to pursuing this strategy.

1ationshi ot} . 1 Activiti i ol Hox}

Board staff has reviewed and studied the planning documents
(Source Reduction and Recycling Elements) submitted by each
jurisdiction. These dccuments show the role transformation will
play in each jurisdiction’s plan for achieving 50% in 2000.

The three permitted transformation, or waste-to-energy,
facilities are part of the Board}é disposal reporting system.
Since the beginning of 1995, these facilities have reported
guarterly on the amounts and jurisdictions of origin of solid -
waste transformed. ‘

Because biomass facility reporting was made necessary by AB 688,
biomass facilities will need to become part of the Board’s
disposal reporting system prior to 2000. Board staff has begun
to develop draft regulations on this issue.

In addition, Board staff has been studying the potential effects
of PUC changes on the biomass industry and the resultant
increases in landfill amounts.

W
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Board staff review of local jurisdiction. annual reports, Board
staff coordination of the Disposal Reporting System, and the
Board's biennial review and goal measurement process are all tied
closely, and will be affected by, any changes to diversion credit
related to transformation.

Key lssues

e Statewide Quantitative Impacts

A

Board staff estimates that California achieved a 1995
diversion rate of approximately 26%. If all the
transformation at the three permitted facilities (Long Beach,
Commerce, and Stanislaus) had been considered diversion, then
the statewide diversion rate in 1995 would have been
approximately 28%. While the statewide impact would be only a
few percent, the impact of such a change on the diversion
rates of individual jurisdictions will vary greatly. Some
jurisdictions do not send any material to transformation (0
change), while others send almost all of their disposal to
transformation facilities (change to a diversion rate
approaching 100%} .

If biomass had been included as diversion in 1995, then the
size of our waste stream would increase from 45 million tons
to approximately 52 million tons and the diversion rate would
have jumped to approximately 38%. Again, jurisdiction
specific numbers would vary greatly.

It is impossible to predict exactly how much material will be
burned through transformation or biomass conversion in 2000,
but the above scenarios for 1995 show that on a statewide
basis the impact on diversion rates could be significant,
particularly regarding biomass conversion.
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s Goal Achievement

Under current law, the Board must consider a jurisdiction’s
“good faith efforts” to implement programs designed to achieve
the goals, not just the level of diversion reached. Goal
measurement is a small part of determining a jurisdiction’s
“good faith efforts,” because statute requires the Board to
consider many other issues and any extenuating circumstances
such as a lack of markets, emergencies, and natural disasters.
In addition, current law allows for petitions for goal-year
‘extensions and goal reductions, regional agency formation, and
other flexibility. 1In light of these statutory provisions, it
could be argued that every jurisdiction should try to reach
the 50% goal with the current 10 point transformation limit,
with the knowledge that if they fail the Board will not
automatically impose a $10,000 per day fine.

Local jurisdictions are very concerned about possible Board

e action if they fail to reach the goal. They also have broader
concerns. While the Board will consider extenuating
circumstances, local government staff are concerned that
“sound-bites” and headlines rarely contain explanations, and
that the political ramifications of failing to meet the
diversion goals will be substantial.

s+ Impact on Existing Hierarchy

AB 939 established limits on transformation credit. AB 939
also established the waste management hierarchy which set
source reduction at the top, followed by recycling and
composting, and then transformation and landfilling. AB 939
also encourages jurisdictions to achieve the “maximum '
diversion feasible”. This strategy could be seen as just
redefining diversion and resulting in less actual -diversion.
As such, it could be considered counter to the original intent
of AB 939.

It could be argued that AB 939 recognized that transformation
is a special case, and that with additional time and knowledge

® | - W
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a new strategy is warranted. In fact, in the 1980s (prior to
AB 939), the Board encouraged transformation as an alternative
to landfilling. Jurisdictions that invested in the necessary
technology and made a long-term commitment to transformation
have been frustrated with the change in legislation and
direction.

Adjustments to Existing Statute

Legislation resulting from this proposal could be seen as
"changing the rules" again, resulting in frustration and
confusion at the local level. It might also raise concerns
that approved plans or past reports would need to be revised
and resubmitted. Any change in legislation raises local
concerns of additional costs, changes in staffing, and changes
in direction. While most affected parties would probably
welcome open, flexible options in relation to transformation,
prescriptive or mandatory solutions that resulted in increased
costs and/or staff-time would not be s0 well received.

If an alternative arises which allows a jurisdiction to count
more transformation or biomass as diversion, then the amount
of other diversion statewide in 2000 could be lower than under
the current systemn.

Impact on Local Jurisdictions

Based on extensive interactions with jurisdictions, Board
staff believes that the vast majority of local governments are
committed to achieving the diversion goals. There are a
number of jurisdictions which divert more than 50% now, even
though it is not yet regquired. However, jurisdictions with
long-term commitments to transformation  (or those
jurisdictions that could not afford to carry out diversion
programs anyway) would have the flexibility to choose .
transformation and, as a result, there would be less diversion
in those localities.
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In the case of biomass,.the potential impacts are less well
known. Information on the jurisdictions of origin of
materials sent to biomass and on the exact amounts is lacking
for several reasons: because biomass was not considered part
of the waste stream in the Board’'s base-year (1990); biomass
.was not included in the Board’'s disposal reporting system; and
biomass facilities are more likely to be independent of local
government and more concerned about proprietary information
than a waste-to-energy facility. Finally, the turbulent times
for biomass due to PUC deregulation has destabilized the
system and the result is little certainty in relation to the
future, such as the number or size of remaining facilities to
expect in 2000.

The private sector has many contracts, agreements, and.
existing facilities in cooperation with local governments. A .
jurisdiction may not be able to change diversion practices
radically, if it has long-term (beyond 2000) agreements, such
as a franchise agreement, a long-term contract for recycling

e services or an agreement regarding operation of an existing
facility. Where long-term agreements do not exist, there
could be significant impacts on local solid waste diversion
service providers as jurisdictions stop diverting and instead
send material to biomass or transformation facilities.

Future Board Work if Board Approves the Concept

Staff would need to explore this issue fully with the affected
parties and gather input on any impacts and-benefits associated
with this strategy. Based on the information gathered, staff
would prepare an agenda item for Board consideration. Subsequent
to Board discussion, the Board would decide whether to pursue
Board-sponsored legislation. If so directed by the Board, staff
would develop proposed legislative-language for Board
consideration. If legislation was passed, extensive revision of
existing regulations and reporting requirements would be modified
by Board staff. Implementing this entire process would require
extensive staff resources. Obtaining these resources would
require a redirection internally from other Board programs.
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Recommended Strategy Options:
The Board could:
1) choose not to pufsue the concept further;

2) direct staff to prepare an agenda item that contains a
proposal based on current information and policy options for
consideration; '

3) direct staff to hold a workshop to discuss the issues
associated with increasing the portion of transformation
allowed to count as diversion and present findings to the
Board and, based on that discussion, decide whether to pursue
Board-sponsored legislation; or ' '

4) direct staff to develop proposed legislative language to
pursue changes related to transformation credit.

V. ATTACHMENTS
Board Resolution Number 97-98

(£

VI. APPROVALS

Prepared by: Catherine Cardozo - Fhone 255-239¢
Reviewed by: Patrick SchiavcEg Phone 255-2858

Reviewed by: Phone 255-2376

Legal Review: gﬁ Phone 3{ 22 ( f_;
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
' RESOLUTION NO. 97-98

CONSIDERATION OF THE GETTING TO 50% INITIATIVE CONCEPTS ASSIGNED
TO TEE POLICY, RESEARCH AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMMITTEE

WHEREAS, to facilitate meeting the 50% diversion requirement of
the Integrated Waste Management Act (Act}, the Board sought input
from cities and counties, the public and private waste management
and recycling industry, manufacturers, environmental groups, the
public and its own staff on the issues associated with reaching
the goal, potential solutions to obstacles and the Board's role
in achieving 50% diversion; and

WHEREAS, a Board staff team was assigned to evaluate the nearly
1,000 suggestions received; and

WHEREAS, each concept was evaluated for: additional costs to the
Board and others; diversion potential; demonstrated success and
time to optimize the impact on the waste stream; and sphere of
influence; and

WHEREAS, similar suggestions were combined into 44 “Concepts" and
presented to the Board at its January, 1997 meeting; and

WHEREAS, the Board assigned the following Concepts to the Policy,
Research and Technical Assistance Committee for additional public

comment at its March, 1997 meeting:

Strategy #3: Exempt rural jufisdictions from diversion planning
and goals.

Strategy #16: Allow sales of diversion above mandated goals.

Strategy #24: Allow transformation to count for more than 10%.
diversion for 50% diversion goal.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that, following Board

consideration, staff will more fully assess all Board-approved
concepts for full implementation.

\%



CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true and correct copy of a resclution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on March 25, 1997.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 25-26 1997

AGENDA ITEM 2)

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF THE CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE
MANAGEMENT BOARD'S 50% INITIATIVE, STRATEGY #11:
PROVIDE A STUDY WHICH WILL IDENTIFY POTENTIAL
ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF FUNDING FOR DIVERSION PROGRAMS OF
LOCAL JURISDICTIONS

I. SUMMARY .

At its January 23, 1997 meeting, the CIWMB discussed the
recommendations of the "Getting to 50% Initiative"” and directed
that their implementation be discussed in more detail by the
Board’'s various committees. The recommendation to conduct a study
which highlights the best diversion program funding arrangements
used by cities and counties and identifies potential additiocnal
sources of funding is now belng presented for the Board'
consideration.

The "Getting to 50% Initiative" recommendation #11:
Perform a study to help jurisdictions find a way to fund

programs

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTICN
The agenda item is being heard on March 18, 1997 by the Policy,
Research and Technical Assistance Committee.

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD:

Board members may decide to:

1. implement recommendation #11.
2. give staff other directions at this time.
3. take no action at this time.

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
At this time staff recommends that_the Board implement

recommendation #11 "Perform a study to help jurisdictions find a
way to fund programs.®
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V. ANALYSIS

CONCEPT #11. Perform a study to help jurisdictions find a way to
fund programs

Local governments now are constantly challenged by the need to
pay for programs they are mandated to implement. The enactment
AB 939 reqguired local governments to reach, or implement programs
to reach, the 25 and 50 percent waste diversion goals. However,
an overall source of funding for these programs was not created.
Thus each jurisdiction has been responsible for providing the
funds needed to implement their diversion programs. For many
jurisdictions, this is difficult at best and can be a "main
impediment to waste diversion programs."! Meanwhile, others have
been able to fund substantial programs.

Board Work on Concept, to Date

The Board has not systematically gathered information on the
nature of the financing arrangements made throughout the state to
pay for AB 939 programs. Other than its 1991 study on diversion
in rural areas, there has also been no analysis of the factors
that affect individual jurisdictions’ ability to support
diversion programs.

Future Board Work if Board Approves the Concept

If recommendation #11 is implemented, staff would complete, or
contract for, a study to assist local jurisdictions who have
difficulty funding their diversion programs. The study would
bring to light the characteristics of the best funding
arrangements used throughout California. It could help increase
diversion if it led jurisdictions to expand or improve their
waste diversion programs.

Through a broad-based survey of local governments, the study
would:

1, Catalog the strategies now used to fund local diversion
programs.

2. Compare and contrast the strengths and weaknesses of the
different funding strategies used.

3. Highlight the most successful strategies.

4, Evaluate the applicability of -different strategies to

different types of communities found in California.

Another issue that should be taken into account when considering
this study is the impact of Proposition 218. This measure may

Waste Diversion in Rural California, pg. 26, CIWMB, 1991.
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limit the ability of local governments to adopt new funding
strategies. The study should also address these effects of this
law on local waste diversion program funding.

Relationship to Other Board Activities and Other Work

This study would be complimentary to other local assistance tools
and studies the Board has developed. Some of the methods used to
developed and distribute the Facility and Collection cost models
developed by the Policy and Analysis Office could be used for
this project.

Key Issues

This study could be completed at moderate cost to the CIWMB., It
would, however, depend on the cooperation.of many local agencies.
It is unknown whether an adequate number of jurisdictions would
be able to supply the information needed for this analysis.

VII. APPROVALS

Reviewed by: Dennig Meyers m Phone: 255-2242

Reviewed by: Rick Beard Iig¥§ ' Phone: 255-2710
Reviewed by: Marie Lavergne ‘Y % ZJA ?a:t "Z/‘/('_‘i 7  Phone: 255-2269

Reviewed by: Phone:
Reviewed by: : - Phone:
Legal review: Phone:
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
RESOLUTION 97-117

APPROVAL, OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION REGARDING A STUDY WHICH WILL
IDENTIFY POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF FUNDING FOR DIVERSION
PROGRAMS OF LOCAL JURISDICTIONS; 50% INITIATIVE, STRATEGY #11

WHEREAS, a state law effective in 1990 requires waste diversion
in order to conserve landfill space and natural resources; and

WHEREAS, cities and counties must divert 25% of their waste by
1995 and 50% of their waste by 2000; and

WHEREAS, the Board has the legal authority to provide assistance
to cities and counties to meet the diversion mandate.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, after Board consideration, the
Board directs staff to complete, or contract for, a study to
help jurisdictions find a way to fund programs by bringing to
light the characteristics of the best funding arrangements used
throughout California. '

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does . -hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board on March 25, 1997.

Dated:

Ralph Chandler
Executive Director
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRAfED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
March 26, 1997

AGENDA ITEM 25

ITEM: Update on State Legislation

SUMMARY

This item presents information about Legislative and Regulatory
Affairs Office projects and upcoming events at the Legislature.
The Board may also wish to consider legislation presently before
the California Legislature in the Status Report of Priority
Bills, which is also attached (the deadline for introduction of
bills in 1997 was February 28, 1997; however, authors may
continue to introduce urgency bills and committees may continue
to introduce bills).

PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

The Legislative and Public Affairs Committee took no action on
this agenda item at its March 13, 1997 meeting.

OPTICONS FOR THE BOARD

Board members may wish to provide Legislative and Regulatory
Affairs Office Staff with guidance or direction on the
information presented in this item.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The Legislative and Regulatory Affairs Office suggests that the
Board take no action on state legislation at this time.

ANALYSIS

The following is information about Legislative .and Regulatory
Affairs Office projects and upcoming events at the Legislature:

Tours: The Legislative and Regulatory Affairs Office, working
with Chairperson Gotch'’s office, offered several days of tours to
Legislators and their staff. The tours were completed on Friday,
March 14, 1997. The purpose of the tours was to provide .

\&7
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Legislators and staff with a firsthand loock at the operations of
different types of solid waste and recycling facilities. The
tours included small and large landfills, Materials Recovery
Facilities (MRFs}, Recycling Market Development Zone {(RMDZ)
businesses, Recycling and Buyback Centers, Waste to Energy
Facilities, and Tire Recycling Facilities in Northern California.

Legislative Updates: The Status Report of Priority Bills is a

continuvously updated list of state and federal bills which have
an effect on the CIWMB. Each entry includes the bill number, the
author, the sponsor, a brief summary, the date introduced or
amended, the status, and the LPEC and Board position. The Status
Report of Priority Bills is published for each LPEC and Board

. meeting. The Legislative Newsflash is published weekly and sent
out to all staff via e-mail. It includes short paragraphs about
upcoming hearings, legislative action on bills the CIWMB is
tracking, and other information such as committee memberships,
and Governor'’s appointments. The Legislative and Regulatory
Affairs Office expects to have both of these documents available
on the CIWMB's Home Page for public access in April. e

Statute Book: The 1997 CIWMB Statute Book is expected to be
available in print and on the Internet in April. There will be a
charge for copies of the statute book this year.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Status Report of‘Priority Bills

2. Legislative Newsflashes - March 14, 1997
APPROVALS

Prepared by: h@%ﬁone: 255-2416
Approved by: Patty Zwarts /7 v one : . £285-2203
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Status of Priority Bills
March 17, 1997

Assembly Bills

Bill No: AB 84 (Woods) Sponsor: California Rice Industry Association & Rice Producers
Association .

Subject: State Contracts: Recycled Products Preferences

Intro: Would implement a pilot program to provide price preferences for products manufactured

12/23/96 with residues from agricultural cropping activities. Would define "products manufactured
Amended: with residues from agricultural cropping activities™ to include, but not be limited to, copy

3110197 paper, stationery, newsprint, cardboard, fiberboard, pallets, sheeting, boards, tiles,
insulation, and compost.

Status: Set to be heard before the Assembly Consumer Protection, Governmental Efficiency and
Economic Development Committee on 3/18/97.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill Ne: AB 107 (Ducheny) Sponsor: Assembly Budget Committee

Subject: 1997-38 Budget

Intro: Would make appropriations for support of State government for the 1997-98 fiscal year.

179197 . '

Status: Referred to the Assembly Budget Commitiee.

LPEC Position; None at this time.

CIWMB Paosition: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 117 (Escutia) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Air Pollution: Permits

Intro: Would prohibit a business that receives a “various location® permit from an air quality

113/97 management district from using that permit in a residential neighborhood if a local agency

Amended: finds the business may become a public nuisance or if the Air Resources Board (ARB) or a

3/10/97 local air quality management district determines that the business may negatively affect
ambient air quality in the neighborhood.

Status; Set to be heard before the Assembly Natural Resources Committee on 3/31/97.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 170 {Papan) Sponsor: Citicorp

Subject: Claims Against the State

Intro: Would specify that interest penalty fee provisions in contracts may not be waived, altered,

1/28/97 or limited by a State agency or the person or business contracting with the State agency.

Amended:

37197

Status: Referred to the Assembly Consumer Proféction, Governmental Efficiency and Economic
Development Committee.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

\&D



Status of Priority Bills
March 17, 1997 -

Page 2

Bill No: AB 175 (Tortakson) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Environmental Quality

Intro: Would authorize a lead agency to consader arnong other things, previously completed local

1/28/97 ~and regional planning documents, site availability, and jurisdictional boundaries, in
determining the feasibility of a project alternatives when preparing and certifying a California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) report.

Status: Referred to the Assembly Natural Resources Committee.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position None at this time.

Bill No: AB 179 {Bowen) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Public Records

Intro: Would provide that public records that are in an electronic format shall, unless prohibited by

1/30/97 law, be made available in that format when requested by a member of the public and that
direct costs of duplicating public records shall include the costs associated with duplicating
electronic records.

Status: Referred to the Assembly Governmental Organization Committee.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 206 (Hertzberg) Sponsor: Author

Subject; Citizen Complaint Act of 1997

Intro: Would require each State agency, including the California State University, to make

214197 available on its Internet web site, on or before July 1, 1998, or within 6 months of the

establishment of such a site, whichever is later, a form in plain language through which
. residents of the State can register complaints relating to the performance of a State agency.
Status: Double-referred to the Assembly Consumer Protection, Governmental Efficiency and
Economic Development Committee and Assembly Televising the Assembly Committee.
LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: ' AB 228 (Midgen) Sponsor: Californians Against Waste

Subject: Newsprint: Recycled Content

Intro: Would include any State agency that uses newsprint within the definition of “consumer of
2/5/97 newsprint”, for purposes of the recycled-content newsprint program administered by the

CIWMEB; would include iegislative findings that the State Printing Office {OSP) has faited to
achieve the 1995 recycling content requirement.

Status: Passed the Assembly Natural Resources Committee (11-1) on 3/10/97; referred to the
Assembly Appropriations Committee.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: Nene at this time.

Bili No: AB 306 (Kaloogian) Sponsor: Intelligen, inc.

Subject: Public Utilities: Electrical Restructuring -

Intro; Would include microcogeneration as one of the described changes in usage for the

214/97 uneconomic costs applied to each customer based on the amount of electricity purchased

by the customer from an electrical corporation or alternate supplier of electricity, subject to
changes in usage occurring in the normal course of husiness.

Status: Referred to Assembly Utilities and Commerce Committee.
LPEC Pesition: - None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time.
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Bill No. AB 362 (Bowen) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Environmental Advertising

Intro: Would make it unlawful for a person to represent that a consumer good, as defined, which it
2/19/97 manufactures or distributes, is czone friendly, biodegradable, or meets specified marketing

claims, unless the article meets specified definitions established in the trade rules adopted
by the Federal Trade Commission.

Status: Referred to the Assembly Consumer Protection, Governmental Efficiency and Economic
Development Cormmittee.

LPEC Position: None at this time

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 375 (Firestone) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Solid Waste; Tires

Intro: Would exempt a facility that generates electricity from the combustion of whole waste tires

2/19/97 from the requirement to obtain a major waste tire facility permit, provided the facility

complies with CIWMB regulations and stores no more than a 1-month supply of tires on-
site; would raise the tire fee from $.25 per tire to $.30 per tire.

Status: Set to be heard before the Assembly Natural Resources Committee on 4/7/97.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 376 (Baca) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Public Contracts

Intro: Would require specified contracts that exceed a certain sum awarded by the State of

2/19/97 California or any State agency be awarded through a publicized competitive bidding
process to the lowest qualified bidder.

Status: Referred to the Assembly Consumer Protection, Governmental Efficiency and Economuc
Development Committee..

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No. AB 453 (Kuykendall) Sponsor: Business Propertles Assn.

Subject: Public Works: Prevailing Wages

Intro: Would make the current requirement relating to the payment of prevailing specified wages to

2124197 all workers employed on public works projects applicable to public works projects greater

than $100,000.

Status: Referred to the Assembly Labor and Employment Committee.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time,

Bill No: AB 475 (Pringle) Sponsor: California Chamber of Commerce

Subject: Office of Permit Assistance: Reports

Intro: Would require, commencing with the first quarter of calendar year 1898, Cal/EPA, the

224197 Resources Agency and the State Beard of Equalization to submit to the Office of Permit
Assistance an annual report of the total dollar amount of fees or charges callected or
assessed by each of those agencies and subdivisions thereof.

Status: Assembly Desk,
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time.

\le2



Status of Priority Bills
March 17, 1997

Page 4

Bill No: AB 529 (Baldwin) Sponsor: Author . .

Subject: State Funds _

tntro; Would provide that specified Budget Act revenues shall be deposited in the General Fund

2/24/97 “and not be expended unless the Legislature authorizes the expenditure.

Status: Assembly Desk.

LPEC Position: - None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 592 {(Kuehl) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Environmental Protection: Pollution Cleanup

intro: Would prohibit Cal’lEPA and the offices, boards and departments within the agency from

2/25/97 allowing or authorizing any person responsible for any toxic emission or discharge into the
air, water, or land to inspect, monitor, enforce, supervise, or otherwise participate in the
cleanup regulatory process.

Status: Referred to the Assembly Environmental Safety and Toxic Materials Committee.

LPEC Position: Nane at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 705 (Strom-Martin) Sponsor: Californians Against Waste
Subject:  State and Local Recycling

Intro: Would include building and construction materials, outdoor furniture, and landscaping
2126197 materials within the definition of recycied products for specified purposes.
Status: Double-referred to the Assembly Natural Resources Committee and the Assembly Consumer
Protection, Governmental Efficiency and Economic Development Committee.
LPEC Position: None at this time. :
CIWMB Position: None at this time. e

8ill No: AB 733 (Washington) Sponsor: Callfornia State Bar

Subject: Hazardous Materials: Hazardous and Solid Waste: Public Education

tntro: Wouild require the. Director of Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to develop for

2/26/97 grades K-8 a public education program, providing curricula on hazardous materials and
hazardous and solid waste facilities, and a statewide public education campaign to meet
those objectives.

Status: Referred to the Assembly Environmental Safety and Toxic Materials Committee.
LPEC Position: . None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time.
Bill No: AB 770 (Margett) Sponsor: California Council for Economic and Environmental
Subject: Balance -
Recyclable Materials
Intre; Would delete the requirement that recyclable materials be managed and stored in a specified
2126197 manner.
Status: Referred to the Assembly Environmental Safety and Toxic Materials Committee.
LPEC Position: None at this time. -
CIWMB Position; ‘Noneat this time.
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Bill No: AB 775 (Martinez) Sponsor: Author

Subjectt  Public Agencies: State Funds

Intro: Would provide that no public agency, as defined, is eligible to receive State funds if the public
2/26/97 agency knowingly violates any State law or locaf ordinance.

Status: Double-referred to the Assembly Judiciary and the Assembly Consumer Protection,

. Governmental Efficiency and Economic Development Committee.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 847 (Wayne) Sponsor: Appliance Recycling Centers of America

Subject: Hazardous Waste: Major Appliances

Intro: Would prohibit the crushing for purposes of transportation or recycling any major appliance,
227197 as defined, until all hazardous waste has been removed from the appliance.

Status: Referred to the Assembly Environmental Safety and Toxnc Matenals Committee.

LPEC Paosition: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 964 (Bowen) Sponsor: Author

Subject:  Solid Waste Landfills: Alternative Daily Cover

Intro: Would require any local agency using alternative daily cover to meet its source reduction

2/27/98 goals to also have in place a green waste collection, composting, and marketing program that
makes the material available to residential, commercial, and government users who wishto
purchase rnaternial. :

Status: Assembly Desk.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 1055 (Villaraigosa) Sponsor: Unknown
Subject: Recyclable Materials: Playground
Intro: Would require the CIWMB to develop a program to inventory and inspect the uses of
2127187 recyclable materials on public playgrounds,
Status: Assembly Desk.
LPEC Position: None at this time,
CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No; AB 1097 (Brown) Sponsor: Assembly Governmental Organization Committoe

Subject: Open Meetings

intro: Would delete the repeal date of the law that authorizes a State body to hold an open or closed
2127197 meeting by teleconference.

Status: Assembly Desk.

LPEC Position; None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 1111 (Martinez) Sponsor: Author. ._ .

Subject; Bid Announcements: Criteria and Specifications

Intro: Would required a public entity, in awarding a contract pursuant to a public bidding process, to

2127197 accept the lowest responsible bid that most closely follows the criteria or specifications, or
both, contained within the announcement for bids, or reject all bids and initiate a new
announcement, containing new criteria or specifications, or both, and a new bidding process.

Status: Assembly Desk.

LPEC Position; None at this time.

CIWMB Position; None at this time.
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Bill No: AB 1157 (Wayne) Sponsor: Author

Subject.  Hazardous Waste

Intro: Would require the Department of Toxic Substances (DTSC) to issue a public notice not less
2728197 than 30 days immediately preceding the date of granting a hazardous waste varance.
Status: Assembly Desk.

LPEC Position: " None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 1189 (Shelley} Sponsor: Mountain Lion Foundation

Subject: Environmental and Resource Agencies: Posting of Electronic Mall

Intro: Would require State environmental and resource agencies to post on the Intemet specified
2/28/97 information regarding meetings, and continue to maintain paper copies of such information.
Status: Assembly Desk. ‘

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 1170 (Kaloogian} Sponsor: Author

Subject:  State Regulatory Agencles Created by Statutes: Review

intro: Would require the Bureau of State Audits to conduct a performance audit of each State
2/28/97 regulatory agency, with specified exceptions. .
Status: Assembiy Desk,

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 1195 (Torlakson) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Hazardous Substances:; Liability

Intro: Would require a statement of the reasons for allocating responsibility to each respective

2/28197 potentially responsible party to include specified factors pertaining to the amount of
hazardous substance for which the potentially responsible party may be responsible, the
degree of the toxicity of the hazardous substance, and the degree of involvement of the
potential responsible party.

Status: Assembly Desk,

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position; None at this time.

Bill No: AB 1235 (Leach) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Administrative Regulations: Adverse Job Creation Impact

Intro: Would require the State and Consumer Services Agency, commencing on January 1, 1999,

2128197 and every four years after January 1, 2003, to establish a schedule to review regulations for
duplication and consistency.

Status: Assembly Desk.

LPEC Position; None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 1273 (Woods) Sponsor:  CIWMB

Subject  Solid Waste Management

Intro; Would make a number of technical, definitional, and code clean-up provisions regarding soli
2/28/97 waste management. :
Status: Assembly Desk.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.
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Bill No: AB 1393 (Alquist) Sponsor: State Controller's Office

Subject:  State and Local Government: Performance Audits

Intro: Would require each State agency to complete a performance audit within two years of the
228/97 effective date of the bill.

Status: Assembly Desk.

LPEC Paosition: None at this time.

CIWNMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 1409 (Baugh) Sponsor: Caltrans

Subject:  Governmental Tort Liability

intro: Would revise the definition of dangerous condition for the purposes of governmental tort

2/28/97 liability to apply to a condition of property that creates substantial risk of injury when that
property or adjacent property is used with due care by all persons necessary for that risk of
injury to occur and in a manner in which it is reasonably foreseeable that it will be used.

Status: Assembly Desk.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 1497 (Brown) Sponsor: Author

Subject: State Agencies: Performance

Intro: Would extend the date of a specified plan, devised by the Department of Finance {DOF), for

2/28/97 conducting performance reviews in conjunctlon with State agencies, departments offices, and
commissions, to March 1, 1998.

Status: Assembly Desk.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Paosition: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 1512 (Shelley) Sponsor: Californians Against Waste

Subject: Beverage Containers: Recycling: Beverages

Intro: Would require the Department of Conservation (DOC) to deposit specified revenue received

2/28/97 resulting from the inclusion of new defined beverages into the Beverage Container Refund
Account.

Status: Assembly Desk.

LPEC Position; “None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: AB 1513 (Cardoza) Sponsor: Thermo-Eco-Teck

Subject: Income and Bank and Corporation Taxes: Credit: Agricultural

Intro: Would provide a specified tax credit in an amount equal to $30 per ton of agricultural

2/28/87 prunings that are delivered without charge to a biomass conversion facility.

Status: Assembly Desk.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Paosition: None at this time.
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Senate Bills

Bill No: SB 58 (Ayala) Sponsor: Author

Subject: State Agencies Legislation

intro: Would require every State agency that may be significantly affected by a bill to prepare an

12/6/96 analysis of the bill and deliver that analysis to the bill's author and each policy committee set
to hear that bill no later than seven calendar days prior to the first hearing in that committee.

Status: Referred to the Senate Governmental Organization Committee.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 74 (Kopp) Sponsor: California Newspaper Publishers Association

Subject: Records

Intro: Would provide for public inspection of public records and copying all forms. SB 74 would

12/12/96 further require public agencies to ensure that systems used to collect and hold public

Amended: records be designed to ensure ease of public access. In the event that an agency decides

2124197 to withhold a record, or if the withholding is based on the “public interest “as defined, SB 74
would require the agency to state the public interest in disclosure and public interest in
nondisclosure. :

Status: Passed the Senate Judiciary Committee (9-0) on 3/11/97; referred to the Senate
Appropriations Committee.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 95 (Ayala) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Open Meetings

Intre: Armong other things, would provide State bodies may hold open and closed meetings by

12/19/96 teleconference until 1/1/2001; and would include provisions relating to taping meetings,
Amended: meeting agendas and notices, accessibility to disabled persons, etc.
3/6/97

Status: Set to be heard before the Senate Governmental Organization Committee on 3/18/97.
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time.

8ill No: SB 105 (Ayala)} Sponsor: Author
Subject: Water Quality: Contamination

Intro: Wovuid require all State and local public agencies to notify the public whenever the agency

12/24/96  becomes aware of water contamination of the waters of California.

Status: Bouble-referred to the Senate Environmental Quality Committee and the Senate Criminal
Procedure Committee.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 130 (Thompson) Sponsor: Senate Budget Committee

Subject: 1997-98 Budget -

Intro; Would make an appropriation for support of State government for the 1897-98 fiscal year.
1/9/97

Status: Referred to Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Committee.

LPEC Position: None at this time,

CIWMB Paosition: None at this time.
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Bill No: SB 179 (Hughes) Sponsor: Glass Packaging institute
- Subject: Processing Fees
Intro: Would make nonsubstantive technical changes in California Beverage Container Recycling

1/22/97 and Litter Reduction Act provisions relating to imposition of processing fees.
Amended:

3/5/97 :

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.
LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 209 (Kopp) Sponsor: California Law Revision Commissfon .

Subject: Judicial Review: Governmental Agency Actions '

Intro: Would repeal and add provisions relating to governing judicial review of decisions of State

1/28/97 agencies, local agencies, public corporations, and specified nongovernmental entities
{hospital boards, etc.).

Status: Set to be heard before the Senate Judiciary Committee on 4/8/97,

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No; SB 216 (Brulte) Sponsor: Author

Subject:  Public Utilities: Electrical Restructuring

Intro: Would make technical changes in provisions relating to the restructunng of the electrical
1/28/97 services industry.

Status: Senate Committee on Rules for policy committee assignment.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: 5B 252 (Kelley) Sponsor: Regional Council of Rural Counties
Subjectt  Public Utilities: Electrical Restructuring

Intro; Would require the Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission to submit

214197 a report to the Governor and the Legistature by January 1, 1988, on recommendations for
legislation relating to aggregation of electrical purchases by small rural counties.

Status: Referred to the Senate Energy, Utilities, and Commerce Committee.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 261 (Kopp) Sponsor: California Law Revision Commission

Subject:  Judicial Review: Government Agency Actions

Intro: Would make judicial review of specified State agency and local agency actions subject to the
21597 provisions being added by SB 209 (becomes operative only if SB 209 becomes operative).
Status: Set to be heard before the Senate Judiciary Committee on 4/8/97.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 320 {Saenate Housing and Land Use Committee) Sponsor Committee

Subject  Housing and Land Use Omnibus Act of 1987

Intro: Would combine several minor statutory changes relating to housing, land use, and related

21197 topics into a single measure. Would inciude legislative intent regarding straw-bale guidefines.

Status: Set to be heard before the Senate Housing and Land Use Committee on 4/21/97.
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this timse.
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Bill No: SB 412 (Peace) Sponsor: Author

Subject:  State Contracts: Conflict of Interest

Intro; Would declare the provisions of the State Contract Act relating to conflict of interest by

2/18/97 specified individuals or entities shall be expanded t¢c encompass those that bid on or are
awarded specific contracts.

Status: Referred to the Senate Energy, Utilities and Communications Commmee
LPEC Position: None at this time
CIWMB Position: None at this time..

Bill No: SB 423 (Hurtt) Sponsor: Author
Subject: Environmental Audit Reports: Prlvilege Voluntary

Intro: Would enact the Environmental Audit Privilege and Voluntary Noncompliance Disclosure Act
2/18/97 of 1997..

Status: Double-referred to Senate Environmental Quality Committee and the Senate Judiciary

| Committee,

LLPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 424 (Hurtt) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Environmental Quality

Intro: Would require an environmenta!l impact report only on projects that are likely to have a
2/18/97 significant effect on the environment.

Status: Referred to the Senate Environmental Quality Committee.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No. SB 436 (Sher) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Solid Waste: Beverage Containers

Intro: Would require the CIWMB, in consultation with the Department of Conservation (DOC), to

2/18/97 submit to the Legislature a report identifying any duplication or overlap between CIWMB and
DOC programs pertaining to public inforrmation and education, local govemment review and
assistance, and recycled materials market development.

Status: Referred to the Senate Environmental Quality Committee.
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 448 (Sher) Sponsor: City of Palo Alto
Subject:  Public Records

Intro: Would provide that the Public Records Act shall not be construed to require the disclosure of
2/19/97 specified inforration conceming municipal utility customers except for specified purposes.
Status: Referred to the Senate Judiciary Committee.

LPEC Position; None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.
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Bill No: SB 451 (Watson) Sponsor: California State Bar

Subject:  Land Use: General Plans: Environmental Equity

Intro: Would require.the land use element to include policies and procedures addressing equitable

2/19/97  distribution of locally undesirable land uses, and the fair distribution of burdens within the
area, and that avoid disproportionate impacts against low-income communities as well as
racial and ethnic minorities. )

Status: Referred to the Senate Housing and Land Use Committee.
LPEC Position: None at this time. '
CIWMB FPosition: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 458 (Peace) Sponsor; Author

Subjectt  Disclosure of Personal Information

lntro: Would prohibit a State agency, including the Califomia State University, from sending any

2/19/97 comrespondence to an individual that contains personal information about the individual
unless the personal information is contained within sealed correspondence.

Status: Referred to the Senate Governmental Organization Committee.
LPEC Position: None at this time
CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 479 (Atpert) Sponsor: Professional Engineers.

Subject.  Public Contracts

intro: Would require the State Controller , with respect to contracts for engineering, architectural,

2/20/97 landscape architectural, surveying, environmental, or engineering geology services, to
prepare and verify an analysis of the cost of performing the work using State civil service
employees and the cost of the contract to be awarded by the State or any State agency.

Status: Referred to the Senate Govemnmenta! Qrganization Committee.
LPEC Position: None at this time. :
CIWMB Pagsition: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 492 (Rosenthal) Sponsor: Author
Subject; State Agencies and Boards: Internet

Intro: Would require each State agency and regulatory board to provide public information on the

2120197 Internet related to suspensions and revocations of licenses issued by a State agency or
regulatory board.

Status: Referred to the Senate Governmental Organization Committee.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIVWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 504 (Johnston) Sponsor: Author

Subject  Administrative Law: Written Communication

intro: Would require that any person submitting a written communication to a State agency in a

2120/97 quasi-judicial proceeding that is directly paid for by anyone other than the person submitting
the written communication, ¢learly indicate any person who is paid for at least $5,000 or 5
percent of the cost of producing the written-communication, whichever is higher.”

Status: Referred to the Senate Judiciary Committee.

LPEC Position:; None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.
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Bill No: SB 598 (Sher) Sponsor: Author
Subject: Environmental Protection
Intro: Would make legislative findings and declarations that protection of the environment is
2124187 promoted thorough voluntary environmental compliance audits, that reasonable incentives
: should be provided to facilities with environmental responsibilities to encourage self-
conducted environmental audits, and that environmental protection is promoted through good-
faith cooperation between regulatory agencies and regulated communities.

Status: Referred to the Senate Rules Committee.
LPEC Paosition: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: S8 647 (Brulte) Sponsor: California Manufacturem Association

Subject:  Environmental Requirements '

Intro: Would prohibit the assessment of any civil or admmlstrahve sanctions against any person

2/25/96 who fully discloses a minor violation of an environmental requirement to the regulatory agency
having jurisdiction over the matter.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 660 (Sher) Sponsor: Author

Subject  Hazardous Waste Management Fees

Intro: Would enact the Environmental Cleanup and Reform Act of 1997 and make legislative

2/25/96 findings and declarations concerning the State’s hazardous waste management program and
existing fee and funding mechanisms.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment,

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Paosition: None &t this time.

Bill No; SB 675 (Costa) Sponsor: Browning and Ferris Industries

Subject: Air Pollution: Odors

intro: Would extend the exemption of odors emanating directly from a facifity or operations that
2/25/97 produce, manufacture, or handle compost from the prohibition of discharging of any air

contaminant or other material that causes injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to, or
that endangers, a considerable number of persons or the public.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Biil No: SB 681 (O'Connell) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Beverage Containers: Processing Fees: Handling Fees

intro; Would, as of January 1, 2004, repeal the requirements for the DOC to establish a

2/25/96 commingled rate, and would extend the existing procedures for calculating processing fees
until January 1, 2004. -—

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time. -
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Bill No: SB 698 (Rainey) Sponsor: First Brands

Subject  Plastic Trash Bags

Intro; Would require every manufacturer of plastic trash bags to ensure that at least 20% and on

2/25/96 and after January 1, 1997, at least 30%, of the materials used in those plastic bags is
recycled plastic postconsumer material.

. Status: Senate Rules Cormnmittee for policy committee assignment
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 715 (Sher) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Environmental Quality: State Guidelines

Intro: Would require that criteria included in guidelines prepared by the Office of Planning and

2/25/96 Research for implementation of the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) be
submitted to State agencies for review and comment.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWME Position: None at this fime.

8ill No: SB 716 (Alpert) Sponsor: Author

Subject.  Pacific Beach Mobile Recycling Program

Intro: Would extend indefinitety the duration of the Pacific Beach Pilot Recycling Program, and
2/25/97 would delete the requirements that a report on the program be submitted to the Legislature.
Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

8ill No: SB 774 (Johannessen) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Restoration of Land: Disasters: CEQA Exemption

Intro: Would provide that land and any appurtenant structures, as defined, in need of repairs due to
2/26/97 any natural or manmade disaster or an emergency are exempt from CEQA.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bilt No: SB 878 {(Kamette} Sponsor: City of Lakewood

Subject:  Solid Waste; Diversion Requirements: Waste to Energy

intro;, Would authorize a city, county, or regional agency to submit to the CIWMB a revised source

226197 reduction and recycling element which includes diversion waste credit through waste to
energy to be applied toward specified diversion requirements.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Paosition: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 906 (Lee) Sponsor: Black Lawyers of the State Bar

Subjectt  County Hazardous Waste Management Plans

Intro: Would require a county’s or city's hazardous waste management plan to include specified

2127197 information regarding the demographics of the community within a 10-mile radius of each
hazardous waste stream and facility.

Status:; Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Paosition; None at this time.
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BilNo:  SB 988 (Sher) Sponsor: Author .
Subject:  Solid Waste Management

Intro: Would repeal the Used Oil Recycling Act and the Used Oil Collection Demonstration Grant

2127197 Program Act of 1990 administered by the CIWWMB and would enact certain provisions of the
Used Qil Recycling Act as part of the California Oil Recycling Enhancement Act.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for pelicy commitiee assignment.
LPEC Paosition; None at this time.
CIWMB Paosition: None at this time.

Bill No: $B 1000 (Rosenthal) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Future California Act of 1998

Intro: Would, among other things, establish the Future California Act of 1998, a venue to examine

2127197 the State's future in its many dimensions, including demography, industry, environment,
policy, intemational relations and development.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 1018 (Leslie) Sponsor; California Cattlemen's Assoclation

Subject: Private Property: Illegal Dumping

Intro: Would provide that in any case involving illegal dumpmg or littering of waste material on

2127197 private property located adjacent to a public road, without the consent of the private property
owner, the pnvate property owner shall neither be fiable or have the duty to provide for such

cleanup.
Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 1034 (Maddy) Sponsor: Bloclean Industries

Subject: Waste: Trauma Scene

Intro; Would enact the Trauma Scene Waste Management Act and would, among other things,

2127197 authorize a permitted medical waste transfer station to accept and treat trauma scene
management waste as medical waste without additional approval of the Department of Health

Services.
Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 1047 (Sher) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Environmental Protection: Regulatory Implementation

Intro; Would enact the California Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Implementation Act
2127197 of 1957 without substantive provisions.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.

LPEC Pasition: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time. .-
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Bill No: SB 1066 (Sher) Sponsors: City of San Jose, League of California Cities and

Subject: _ Californians Against Waste
: Solid Waste: Market Development
Intro: Would specifically include source reduction in specified legislative findings and declarations

2127197 relating to the achievement of market development goals set forth by the California Integrated
Waste Management Act of 1989 (IWMA),

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Positton: None at this time. -

Bill No: SB 1081 (Calderon) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Hazardous Materials: Mediation-Arbitration

intro: Would establish the Environmental Responsibility Acceptance Act, providing for the mediation
2128197 of potential liability claims for damage to real property by hazardous materials.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 1093 (Rainey) Sponsor: Governance Consensus Project

Subject:  State Budget: Performance Measures

Intro; Would declare that the State budget shall focus on the results of government services at the

2/28/97 State and local levels, that State and local government officials are required to respect
existing program evaluation requirements and program performance measures, and the -
outcome measures are to be realistic and commensurate with the revenue levels for each

program.
Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Biil No: SB 1113 (Solls) Sponsor: Author

Subject; Environmental Quality; Ethnic Populations

Intro: Would prohibit a lead agency from certifying an environmental impact report prepared under

2/28/97 the direction of CEQA, unless it includes an analysis of the impacts of the project on nearby
ethnic populations.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 1114 (Solis) Sponsor: Unknown

Subject:.  Regulatory Programs: Small Business

intro: Would create the Small Business Environmental Regulatory Assistance Center to serve as a

2/28/97 “one stop shop” and clearinghouse for information and assistance on environmental
reguiatory programs affecting small business.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee-assignment.

LPEC Pgsition: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.
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Bill No: $B 1117 (Hayden) Sponsor: Author
Subject:  Judicial Review: Public Utilities

Intro; Would express the intent of the Legislature that judicial review of decisions by State agencies,
2128197 including the Publlc Utilities Cornmission, relating to CEQA, conform to the provisions of that
act.
Status: Senate Rules Commrttee for policy committee assignment.
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: ‘None at this time.
-~
Bill No; $B 1132 (Polanco) Sponsor: Department of General Services
Subject: Public Acquisitions
Intro: Would repeal the law that provides for a comprehensive scheme for State procurement of

2/28/97 materials, supplies, equipment, and services and establish in its place the California
Acquisition Reform Act of 1997.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Paosition: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 1157 (Maddy) Sponsor: Department of Conservation

Subject: Beverage Containers: Nonprofit Dropoff Programs

Intro: Would define the terms “nonprofit dropoff program” and “dropoff and collection program” for
2/28/97 the purposes of the Califomnia Beverage Container Recycling and Litter Reduction Act.
Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 1175 (Sher) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Oil Recycling
Intro; Would make a technical, nonsubstantive change in the definition of the term “bulk oil” in the

2/28/97t  Califomia Qil Recycling Enhancement Act.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assighment.
LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

8ill No: SB 1179 (Polanco) Sponsor: Browning and Ferris Industries

Subject: Solid Waste Handlers: indemnity Agreements

Intro: Would require that any term, condition, or requirement in any franchise, contract, agreement,

2/28/97 license, or permit granted or issued by any city, county, or district for municipal solid waste
collection or recycling that requires the solid waste handler, in substance, to indemnify the
city, county, or district for fines or penalties imposed by the CIWMB, is subject to specified
restrictions or enforceability.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.
LPEC Position: None at this time
CIWMB Position: None at this time. —
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Bill No: SB 1196 (Leslis} Sponsor: Alpine County

Subjectt  Solid Waste Management: Local Planning: Report

Intro: Would make technical and clarifying changes to specified provisions of the California

2/28/97 Integrated Waste Management Act of 1889 which establish a state integrated waste
management program.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 1216 (Costa) Sponsor: California Blomass Energy Alliance

Subject:  Personal Income and Bank And Corporation Taxes: Credits: Biomass Energy

Intro: Would authorize a credit against personal income and bank and corporation taxes for each

2/28/97 taxable and income year beginning on eor after January 1, 1997, and before January 1, 2003,
in an amount equal to 1 1/2 cents for each kilowatt hour of energy produced by a biomass
energy production facility in California during the taxable and income year.

Status: Assembly Desk.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 1273 (Hurtt) Sponsor: Author

Subject: State Agencies: Electronic Mail

Intro; Would provide that any requirement that a State agency send material, information or other

2/28/97 specified correspondence through the United States mail shall be deemed to include the
authority for the State agency to send those materials by electronic mail upon the request of
the recipient

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment
LPEC Position: None at this time.
CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 1304 (O’Connell) Sponsor: State Controller's Office
Subject:  State Budget: Zero-Based Budgeting

intro: Would establish a task force during the 1998-1999 and 1999-2000 fiscal years to develop a

2/28/97 program of training and education to facilitate zero-based budgeting for the 2000-2001 fiscal
year,

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment,

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 1305 (Sher) Sponsor: Author

Subject: Public Utilities: Electricity

Intro: Would require the Power Exchange to require electricity suppliers to submit specified
2/28/97 information on energy fue! types and emissions.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.

LPEC Position: None at this time. - .

CIWMB Position: None at-this time.
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Bill No: SB 1330 (Lockyer) Sponsor: Cattlemen’s Association

Subject: Solid Waste; Diversion Requirements

intro: Would authorize one or more single or multi-year time extensions from the pre-existing
2128/97 diversion requirements established by the CIWMB.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.

LPEC Position: None at this time.

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SB 1341 (Costa) Sponsor: Author.

Subject: Solid Waste: Local Enforcement Agencies: Appeals

Intro: Would establish an enforcement program administer by local enforcement agencies certified
2/28/97 by the CIWMB.

Status: Senate Rules Committee for policy committee assignment.

LPEC Position: None at this time,

CIWMB Position: None at this time.

Bill No: SCR 15 (Peace) Sponsor: Author )

Subject: Public Utilities: Electrical Restructuring: Public Utilities

Intro: Would create the Joint Oversight Committee on Electricity and Reform to oversee the
2/5/97 implementation of AB 1890, SB 960, and SB 1322,

Amended:

2120197

Status: Passed the Senate Floor {35-0) on 2/27/87; referred to Assembly Desk.

LPEC Paosition: None at this time.

CIWMB Position; None at this time.
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Agricultural Wastes

AB 1513 (Cardoza)
SB 675 (Costa)
SB 1216 (Costa)

Audits

AB 1393 (Alquist)
SB 423 (Hurt)
SB 598 (Sher)

State Legislation Subject Index

income and Bank and Corporation Taxes: Credit: Agricultural

Air Pollution: Odors

Personal Income and Bank and Corporation Taxes: Credits: Biomass

Energy

State and Local Government Performance Audits
Environmental Audit Reports: Privilege: Voluntary
Environmental Protection

California Environmental Quality Act

AB 175 (Torlakson)
SB 424 (Hurtt)
SB 715 (Shern)

SB 774 (Johannessen)

- Environmental Quality

Environmental Quality.
Environmental Quality: State Guidelines
Restoration of Land: Disasters: CEQA Exemption

Department of Conservation/Bottle Bill

AB 1512 (Shelley)
SB 179 (Hughes)
SB 436 (Sher)

SB 681 (O’'Connell)
SB 1157 (Maddy)

Energy

AB 306 (Kalcogian)
AB 375 (Firestone)
SB 216 (Brulte)

SB 252 (Kelley)

SB 878 (Karnette)
SB 1117 (Hayden)
SB 1305 (Sher)
SCR 15 (Peace)

Beverage Containers: Recycling: Beverages
Processing Fees

Solid Waste: Beverage Containers

Beverage Containers; Processing Fees: Handfing Fees
Beverage Containers: Nonprofit Dropoff Programs

Public Utilities: Electrical Restructuring

Solid Waste: Tires

Public Utilities: Electrical Restructuring

Public Utilities: Electrical Restructuring

Solid Waste: Diversion Requirements: Waste to Energy
Judicial Review: Public Utilities

Public Utilties: Electricity

Public Utilities: Electrical Restructuring: Pub!nc Utilities
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Enforcement/Permits

AB 592 (Kuehl) Environmental Protection: Pollution Cleanup

AB 1273 (Woods) Solid Waste Management

SB 647 (Brulte) . Environmental Requirements

SB 1018 (Leslie) Private Property: lllegal Dumping

SB 1179 (Polanco) Solid Waste Handlers: Indemnity Agreements

SB 1330 (Lockyer) Solid Waste: Diversion Requirements

SB 1341 (Costa) Solid Waste: Local Enforcement Agencies: Appeals

Environmental Advertising/Advertising

AB 3562 (Bowen) Environmental Advertising

Fiscal (Budgets, Fees and Revenues)

AB 107 (Ducheny) 1997-98 Budget

AB 529 (Baldwin} . State Funds

AB 775 (Martinez) Public Agencies: State Funds

SB 130 (Thompson) 1997-98 Budget

SB 1093 (Rainey) State Budget: Performance Measures

SB 1304 (O’'Connell) State Budget: Zero-Based Budgeting

Government Procurement/Waste Management

AB 84 (Wocds) State Contracts: Recycled Products Preferences
AB 228 (Midgen) Newsprint Recycled Content

AB 705 (Strom-Martin) State and Local Recycling

SB 1132 (Polance) Public Acquisitions

Hazardous Waste

AB 733 (Washington) Hazardous Materials: Hazardous and Solid Waste: Public Education
AB 1157 (Wayne) Hazardous Waste

AB 1195 (Torlakson) Hazardous Substances: Liability

SB 660 (Sher) Hazardous Waste Management: Fees

SB 1081 (Calderon) Hazardous Materials: Mediation-Arbitration

Individual Facilities

SB 716 {(Alpert) Pacific Beach Mobile Recycling Program
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Landfill Cover

AB 964 (Bowen)

Market Development

SB 1066 (Sher)

Miscellaneous

AB 117 (Escutia)
AB 170 (Papan)

AB 206 (Hertzberg)
AB 376 (Baca)

AB 453 (Kuykendall)
AB 475 (Pringle)

AB 1097 (Brown)
AB 1111 (Baugh)
AB 1169 (Shelley)
AB 1170 (Kaloogian)
AB 1409 (Baugh)
AB 1497 (Brown)
SB 58 (Ayala)

SB 95 (Ayala)

SB 209 {Kopp)

SB 261 (Kopp)

SB 412 (Peace)

SB 458 (Peace)

SB 479 (Alpert)

SB 504 {Johnston)
SB 1000 (Rosenthal)
SB 1114 (Solis)

SB 1273 (Hurtt)

Plastic

SB 688 (Rainey)

Planning

SB 451 (Watson)
SB 906 (Lee)
SB 1113 (Solis)

Solid Waste Landfills: Alternative Daily Cover

Solid Waste: Market Development

" Air Pollution: Permits

Claims Against the State

Citizen Complaint Act of 1987

Public Contracts

Public Works: Prevailing Wages

Office of Permit Assistance: Reports

Open Meetings :

Bid Announcements: Criteria and Specifications
Environmentat and Rescurce Agencies: Posting of Electronic Mail
State Regulatory Agencies Created by Statutes: Review
Govemnmental Tort Liability

State Agencies: Performance

State Agencies Legislation

Open Meetings

Judicial Review: Governmental Agency Actions

Judicial Review: Governmental Agency Actions

State Contracts: Conflict of Interest

State Agencies. Correspondence Disclosure of Perscnal Information
Public Contracts

Administrative Law: Written Communication

Future California Act of 1998

Regulatory Programs: Small Business

State Agencies: Electronic Mail

Plastic Trash Bags

Land Use: General Plans Environmental Equity
County Hazardous Waste Management Plans
Environmenta!l Quality: Ethnic Populations
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Public Records

AB 179 (Bowen)

SB 74 (Kopp)

SB 448 (Sher)

SB 492 (Rosenthal)
Recyclable Materials

AB 770 (Margett)

Regulations

AB 1235 (Leach)

SB 1047 (Sher)

Special Wastes

AB 847 (Wayne)

AB 1055 (Villaraigosa)
SB 320 (Senate Housing
& Land Use Committee)
SB 1034 (Maddy)

Used Oil

SB 988 (Sher)
SB 1175 (Sher) Sponsor:

Water

SB 105 (Ayala)

\&l

Public Records

Records

Public Records

State Agencies and Regulatory Boards: Internet

Recyclable Materials

Administrative Regulations: Adverse Job Creation Impact
Environmental Protection: Regulatory implementation

Hazardous Waste: Major Appliances
Recyciable Materials: Playground
Housing and Land Use Omnibus Act of 1997

Waste: Trauma Scene

Solid Waste Management
Qil Recycling

Water Quality: Contamination
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Federal Legislation

HR 277 (Schumer, D-NY)

Environmental Crimes and Enforcement Act of 1997

Would increase penalties and strengthen enforcement of environmental crimes.

Status: Introduced January 7, 1997; joint referral to House Committees on Judiciary, Commerce,
Agriculture, Transportation and Infrastructure, and Resources.

HR 316 {Solomon, R-NY)

Hazardous Waste Recycling Tax Credit Act of 1997

Would amend the internal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a refundable income tax credit for the
recycling of hazardous waste.

Status: Introduced January 7, 1997; referred to House Committee on Ways and Means.

HR 360 (Towns, D-NY)
Waste Export and Import Prohibition Act _
Would amend the Solid Waste Disposal Act to prohibit the international export and import of certain sofid

waste.
Status: Introduced on January 7, 1897; referred to the House Committee on Commerce.

HR 688 (Schaefer, Dan {R-CO)

Leaking Underground Storage Tank Trust Fund Amendments Act of 1997

Would amend the Solid Waste Disposal Act to require at least 85 percent of funds appropriated to the

Environmental Protection Agency from the leaking underground storage tank trust fund to be distributed to

States for cooperative agreements for undertaking correcbve action and for enforcement of subtitle | of

such act.

Status: Introduced on February 11, 1997; joint referral to House Committee on Commerce and House
Committee on Ways and Means.

S 8 (Smith, Robert C., R-NH)

Superfund Cleanup Acceleration Act of 1997

Would reauthorize and amend the Comprehensive Environmental Response Liability, and Compensation

Act of 1980. The bill would streamline cleanups, delegate authority to states and exempt all generators

and transporters at co-disposal landfills, or those that mainly receive municipal solid waste and sewage

sludge, for conduct prior to January 1, 1997. '

Status: Introduced on January 21, 1997; referred to the Senate Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

S 18 (Lautenberg, D-NJ)

Brownfields and Environmental Cleanup Act of 1997

Would assist the States and local governments in assessing and remediating brownfield sites and

encouraging environmental cleanup programs. The bill would authorize $10 million in grants for states

and local governments to inventory and assess brownfield sites. Additionally, it would authorize $15

million in grants for states to establish and capitalize low interest loan programs to clean up the sites and

would limit the potential liability of innocent buyers of brownfields.

Status: Introduced on January 21, 1997; referred to the Senate Committee on Emnronment and Public
Works.
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S 104 (Murkowski, R-AK)

Nuclear Waste .
Among other things, would establish Yucca Mountain as the site for an interim storage facility and would

require EPA to issue standards to protect the public from radioactive leaks from a permanent nuclear

waste repository. )

Status: Introduced on January 21, 1997; public hearing held in Senate Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources on February 5, 1997,

S 215 (Jeffords, R-VT)

National Beverage Container Reuse and Recycling Act of 1997

Would amend the Solid Waste Disposal Act to require a refund value for certain beverage containers to

provide resources for State pollution prevention and recycling programs.

Status: Introduced on January 28, 1997; referred to the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

$ 237 (Bumpers, D-AR)

Electric Consumers Protection Act of 1997

Would provide for retail competition by December 15, 2000, among electric energy suppliers for the

benefit and protection of consumers. Would define “renewable energy” as electricity generated from solar,

wind, waste, except municipal waste, biomass, hydroelectric or geothermal resources.

Status: Introduced on January 30, 1997; referred to the Senate Committee on Energy and Natura!
Resources. :

S 297 (Bryan (D-NV) .
Nuclear Waste Independent Review Act ‘

Would establish a Presidential commission on nuclear waste. e
Status: Introduced on February 11, 1997, referred to the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural

Resources.

\&3



March 14, 1997 : Volume 3.1

Newly Introduced
Legislation for 1997

A Brief Summary of Selected Legislation

AB 362 (Bowen) Environmental Advertising.
This bill, sponsored by the author, would

repeal existing law govermning environmental
,fzarketing claims and would make it unlawful

use specified terms in representing a
‘consumer product unless that product meets
specified definitions or definitions adopted by
the Federal Trade Commission.

AB 705 (Strom-Martin} State and Local
Recycling. This bill, sponsored by Californians
Against Waste, would include building and
construction materials as products subject to
recycled product procurement requirements.
This bill would also re-enact requirements that
State agencies buy re-refined automotive
lubricants, recycled antifreeze, recycled
solvents, and recycled paints. The bill would
require every State agency to develop an
integrated waste management program by
June 1, 1898.

AB 964 (Bowen) Solid Waste Landfills:

Alternative Daily Cover. This bill, sponsored

by the author, would require the IWMB, when
viewing a local government's source
duction and recycling element and annual

~ LEGISLATIVE
¥ NEWSFLASH

report, to make a finding on whether the local
govemnment uses altemnative daily cover to
meet its source reduction goals. The bill
would require any local government so using
alternative daily cover to have in place a green
waste collection, composting, and marketing
program that makes the material available to
residential, commercial, and government
purchasers,

SB 698 (Rainey) Plastic Trash Bags. This bill,
sponsored by First Brands, would repeal
requirements, effective January 1, 1996, and

| January 1, 1997, that plastic bag

manufacturers ensure that at least 20% and
30%, respectively, of those bags soid in
California are postconsumer material plastic.
This bill would also require the IWMB to credit
plastic bag manufacturers who certify that they
achieved compliance with the 10% recycled
content standard by purchasing postconsumer
materials from a source in this state, as having
used 1.1 pounds for every pound purchased.

SB 1018 (Leslie) Private Property: lifegal
Dumping. This bill, sponsored by the
California Cattlemen’s Association, would
establish that, for private property adjacent to
a public road, the property owner shall not be
liable for the cost of cleanup of illegally
dumped waste material and shall not have any
duty to provide for such cleanup.
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SB 1179 (Polanco) Solid Waste Handlers:
Indemnily Agreements. This bill, sponsored
by Browning-Ferris Industries, would prohibit
local governments from enforcing franchise
agreement provisions that require a solid

- | waste handler to indemnify the local
government for fines imposed by the IWMB on
the local government, except for the following
reasons: the solid waste handler has an
exclusive franchise within the local
government's jurisdiction, the cause of the
penalty was the direct result of solid waste
handler breach of its contract obligations,
andor the solid waste handler has 60 days to
cure the contract breach.

SB 1330 (Lockyer) Solid Waste: Diversion
Requirements. This bill, sponsored by the
California Cattiemen’s Association, would
authorize the IWMB to grant local
governments multi-year extensions from the
diversion requirements of the Integrated
Waste Management Act.

Recently Amended
Legislation

AB 84 (Woods) State Contracts: Procurement
of Recycled Products. Amended 3/10/97.
This bill would define “products manufactured
with residues from agricultural cropping
activities” in include, but not be limited to, copy
paper, stationery, newsprint, cardboard,
fiberboard, pallets, sheeting, boards, tiles,
insulation, and compost. Additionally, AB 84
would implement a pilot program to provide
price preferences for products manufactured
with residues from agricultural cropping
activities. :

Results of Hearings

AB 228 (Migden) Newsprint: Recycied
Content. Passed the Assembly Natural
Resources Committee 11-1 on March 10,
1997. it has been referred to the Assembly
Appropriations Committee - no hearing date
set.

Upcoming Hearings

The Assembly Consumer Protection,
Governmental Efficiency and Economic
Development Committee will hear AB 84
{(Woods) State Contracts: Procurement of
Recycled Paper Products, on March 18, 1997,
at 9:00 a.m. in Room 447 of the State Capitol.

The Assembly Natural Resources Committee
will hear AB 375 (Firestone) Solid Waste:
Tires, on April 7, 1997, at 1:30 p.m. in Room
437 of the State Capitol.

The Senate Budget and Fiscal Review
Subcommittee #2 is scheduled to discuss the
IWMB's budget on April 23, 1997, at 9:00 a.m.
in Room 112 of the State Capitol.
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CALIPORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 26, 19%7

AGENDA ITEM 28

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON THE TWO-YEAR TIME
EXTENSION FOR MEETING THE DIVERSION REQUIREMENTS OF THE
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1989 FOR THE CITY OF GONZALES,
MONTEREY COUNTY

I. SUMMARY:

The City of Gonzales has requested the California Integrated Waste
Management Board {Board)} consider a petition for a two-year extension
to allow the rural City to meet the Integrated Waste Management Act of
1989 (IWMA) diversion requirements, as allowed under Public Resources
Code (PRC) Section 41787.4.

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION:

The Local Assistance and Planning Committee was scheduled to consider
" this item at its regular monthly meeting held on March 17, 1997. This

item was prepared prior to the March 17, 1997 meeting; therefore, the

Local Assistance and Planning Committee recommendations will be

presented at the Board meeting.

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD:

Board members may decide to:

1. Approve the requested extension.

2. Deny the requested extension.

IV.STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommend option one, approval of a two-year time extension for
meeting the 1995 diversion requirement of the IWMA for the City of
Gonzales.
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V. ANALYSIS:

Background

The City of Gonzales has requested the California Integrated Waste
Management Board (Board) consider the City’s petition for a two-year
extension for meeting the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989
(IWMA) diversion requirement for 1995.

PRC Section 41787.4 states that “...notwithstanding Section 41820, the
Board may grant a two-year time extension from the diversion
requirements of Section 41780 to a rural city, rural county, or rural
regional agency if all of the following conditions are met:

(a) The board adopts written findings, based on substantial evidence
in the record, that adverse market or economic conditions beyond the
control of the rural city, rural county, or rural regional agency
prevent the rural city, rural county, or rural regional agency from
meeting the diversion reguirements;

(b) The rural city, rural county, or rural regional agency submits a
plan of correction that demonstrates how it will meet the diversion
reguirements before the time extension expires, which includes the
source reduction, recycling, and composting programs it will implement
and states how those programs will be funded;

(c} The rural city, rural county, or rural regional agency
demonstrates that it is achieving the maximum feasible amount of
source reductiocn, recycling, or composting of solid waste within its
jurisdiction.

PRC Section 40183 defines “rural city” as:

(a) An incorporated city which has a geographic area of less than
three square miles, has a waste generation rate of less than 100

cubic yards per day, or 60 tons per day, and which is located in

a rural area; or, L

(b) An incorporated city which has a population density of less
than 1,500 people per square mile,  has a waste generation rate of
less than 100 cubic yards per day, or 60 tons per day, which is
located in a rural area. A

] - .
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If the time extension request is approved, the extended goal date year
for the City to meet the diversion requirement for the short term
would be 19%87. '

Planning Status

In December of 1995, the City of Gonzales submitted to the Board a
Petition for Reduction in the 1995 goal, as well as the City’s final
SRRE, HHWE, and NDFE. The City’s SRRE did not project to meet 25%
diversion by 1995 or 50% diversion by the year 2000. The City’'s SRRE
planned projections based on receiving reductions in the 1995 and 2000
diversion goals. Because the Board adopted a policy not to grant
retroactive Petitions for Reductions and the SRRE did not project to
meet the 25% and 50% diversion goals, the City requested that the
Petition for Reduction be withdrawn and the SRRE be temporarily
withdrawn until a Petition for Extension could be prepared for 1995
and a Petition for Reduction prepared for 2000.

The Board approved the City of Gonzales’ HHWE and NDFE on April 24,
199¢6. .

. , e

The” City of Gonzales is located in the southern portion of Monterey
County, within the highly productive Salinas Valley. The City is
approximately 120 miles south of San Prancisco and 16 miles south of
Salinas on U.S. Highway 101. The town of Chualar lies directly to the
north and the Cities of Soledad, Greenfield, and King City are to the
south. The area surrounding the City is predominantly flat and used
for agriculture. The City of Gonzales has an agricultural-based
economy. The agriculturally related land uses include cattle,
agricultural commodities, food packaging, and food-processing plants.

The City of Gonzales had a population of approximately 6,180 people in
1995 (Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit). The median
family income is $27,948 per the 1990 census. This compares to the
State average median family income of $40,559. The City has an
unemployment rate of 18.5 percent. For persons of Hispanic origin,
the unemployment rate is 21.6 percent. There is also a significant
transient population due to the seasonal employment of agricultural
workers. 1In addition, in 1989, the percentage of Gonzales households
that were classified as low- or very-low income was 53 percent. ce
_ , \

The City of Gonzales meets the criteria to petition the Board for an
extension in meeting the diversion requirements of PRC Section 41780.
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The City of Gonzales has an area of 1.1 square miles, and a waste .
generation rate of 5.9 tons per day. Using this generation figure,

the City of Gonzales contributes approxlmately .005% of the State of
California’s waste stream.

1id ~o1] . 1 Di 1
Mandatory waste collection service is provided by Rural Dispos-All
Service, a private company operating under a franchise from the City.
Waste disposal from Gonzales goes directly to the Johnson Canyon
Landfill, which is operated by Rural Dispos-All under a contract from
the landfill owner, the Public Works Department of Monterey County.

There are no permitted solid waste disposal facilities or sites in the
City of Gonzales.

I Y Di . L
Base year diversion programs identified by the City include:

-Thrift stores and cha;itable contributions;
-Refillable beverage bottles; and,
-Drop-off centers and AB 2020 centers. e

Based on the information collected by Monterey County staff for the
1990 Monterey County SWGS, it was estimated that residential,
commercial, and industrial generators located within Gonzales
diverted approximately 13 tons of residential waste. No diversion of
commercial or industrial waste was identified in 1990. Since 1990,
several industries and commercial operators have begun recycling
programs, such as cardboard, pallets, tallow, produce, and glass.
Because these programs are not City operated or directed, dlverslon
quantities are not required to be quantified.

. . r

All base year diversion programs are currently operating. The City

actively participates in a recycling program at Johnson Canyon

Landfill. Mixed paper, office paper, newspaper, cardboard, glass,

plastic, and tin are regularly taken to recycling bins located at the

Johnson Canyon Landfill. The City periodically advertises this

recycling drop-off location through mailings, newspaper articles,

public access closed circuit television, and at the counter and over

the phone at City Hall. The City also actively participates in

taking its California beverage redemption containers, as well as .
\Q aluminum, plastic, glass, tin, batteries, and newspaper, toc the G&L
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Recycling buyback center at the Gonzales Shopping Center. The City
has also advertised this redemption center.

Togar v 2ln 5T s A sSiee mem=

In conjunction with the other three South Monterey County cities
(Greenfield, Soledad, King City), a public outreach program was
initiated November 1, 1995, which includes monthly ‘advertising in
English and Spanish newspapers regarding source reduction. This was
made possible through a grant awarded by the League of California
Cities and the CIWMB.

In addition, CALMAX is made available to the public at the counter at
City Hall and is periodically mailed at various times to industrial
and commercial businesses in Gonzales. Plans are also being made to
arrange a composting workshop/demonstration for residents, making
available backyard composting bins at cost or reduced price.

Although the-city's SRRE did not project to meet 25% by 1995, it does
project to meet a 26% diversion rate by the year 1997 through
implementation of the following programs:

Source Reduction:

Backyard composting;
Source reduction education for residential, commercial, and
industrial generators;

Governmental waste reduction and procurement policies;

Variable can rates and other rate structure changes to provide an
economic incentive for all types of generators to reduce waste
generation rates;

Tipping fee differential that makes landfill disposal fees higher
than recycling and composting fees in order to create an economic
incentive to recycle and compost;

Program monitoring and evaluation.

Recycling: S

Commercial, industrial, governmental, and scheol recycling
programs which emphasize source-separated collection;

Drop-off and/o; buy-back centers; :

Public area recycling in which separate recycling receptacles are
provided in high traffic public areas and during special events;

Market development activities to increase the use of recyclable
and recycled products and to create an economic climate which
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attracts industries that use recycled-content feedstock. To this .
end, Monterey County has been designated as a State-sponsored
Recycling Market Development Zone;
-+ Single family curbside recycling (medium term)
Program monitoring and evaluation.

Composting:

Consumer education efforts to support source-separation efforts
and to promote the use of compost '

Market development activities, including promoting agricultural
compost markets and governmental procurement policies to promote use
of compost products by public agencies and contractors.

Since the-passage of AB 939, the City has not increased its staffing
levels. In fact, no additional staffing has been added to the Public
Works Department since 1974. At that time, the population was 2,676. .

The Planning Department consists of one full-time employee. The L
small size of the Planning Department has a direct effect on the e
City’s ability to have adequate management staff time to devote to
implementing effective reduction strategies. Currently the AR 939
implementation responsibility falls on the City’s one Planning

Department employee. The management time required to meet the 25

percent goal by 1995 is being added to a staff person who is already
overburdened and a budget that is meeting the bare minimum in

operating costs.

The City does not budget funds for solid waste functions. All
elements of the City's refuse collection and disposal operation are
conducted by the private gector. Outside of a direct tax increase,
the City does not have a revenue stream to use or expand to generate
the revenue needed to subsidize AB 939. The City has also had
difficulty implementing recycling programs due to conflict with the
City’'s current contract for disposal services. When the City’s
contract expires this June, the City will request new bids for waste
" hauler services. The City has informed Board staff that the City is
requesting recycling programs, which include school, post office, and
residential curbside collection, be included@ in the scope of waste
services. This will assist the City in meeting the 25% gcoal by 1997.

_ As noted previously, the City of Gonzales is an agricultural-based .
|4l city with a relatively high fluctuation in population due to seasonal
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farm workers. This has also posed a problem for the City in
targeting participation in diversion programs by this population.

In the City, the more cost-effective recyclable materials, such as
aluminum and cardboard, are being handled by the private market. The
City does not have a large newspaper percentage. Currently, mixed
paper and office paper are being collected; however, the markets for
these materials are extremely poor at this time and the City is
experiencing difficulty in getting these materials recycled. The
largest category of waste is organic material. Running a full scale
composting operation is too expensive for the City to maintain at
this time, but current plans call for utilization of a full scale
composting operation by the end of the medium term. The City’s
efforts to implement successful diversion programs and achieve 25%
diversion by 1995 have been hindered by the City’s limited funding,
staff, undeveloped markets in the region, and the nature of being a
small, rural city.

Conglusion

In April, 1996, the Board voted to deny retroactive Petitions for
Reductions for the 25% diversion requirement of 1995 and consider
issuing a two-year time extension as allowed by PRC Section 41787.4.

The City of Gonzales qualifies, under the conditions of PRC Section
40183 and 41787.4, to petition for an extension in meeting the
diversion requirements. Board staff have reviewed the City of
Gonzales' Petition for Extension and supporting documentation and
feel that the conditions specified in PRC Section 41787.4 have been
met. Board staff believe that a two-year extension in meeting the
1995 diversion requirement for the City of Gonzales is justified.

VI. ATTACHMENT :
1. Resgolution # 97-82: Approval of a two-year time extension for
meeting--the 1995 diversion requirement of

the IWMA for the City of Gonzales,
Monterey County

a2
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VII. APPROVALS:

Prepared By: Tabetha Willmon ' h\h) Phone: 255-2316
Reviewed By: Toni Terhaar / . Phone: 255-2304
Reviewed By: Lorraine Van KekerlxﬁJé\JL Phone: ~ 255-2670

——————

Reviewed By: Judith Friedman (?] ) X Phone: 255-2302

777
Legal Review: / ‘/% Date/Time: 3// V/Z?
1L
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ATTACHMENT -

CALIPORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
RESOLUTION No. 97-82

FOR CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF A TWO YEAR TIME EXTENSION FOR
MEETING THE AB 939 MANDATED DIVERSION REQUIREMENT FOR 1995 FOR
THE CITY OF GONZALES, MONTEREY COUNTY

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 41787.4, et seq.,
allows the bocard to grant a two year time extension from the
diversion requirements of PRC Section 41780 to rural cities,
rural counties, and rural regional agencies if all of the
following conditions are met:

‘(a) The board adopts written findings, based on substantial
evidence in the record, that adverse market or economic
conditions beyond the control of the rural city, rural
county, or rural regional agency prevent the rural city,
rural county, or rural regional agency from meeting the
diversion requirements. -

(b) The rural city, rural county, or rural regional agency
submits a plan of correction that demonstrates how it will
meet the diversion requirements before the time extension
expires, which includes the source reduction, recycling, and
composting programs it will implement and states how those
programs will be funded. |

{c) The rural city, rural county, or rural regional agency
demonstrates that it is achieving the maximum feasible
amount of source reduction, recycling, or composting of
solid waste within its jurisdiction; and,

WHEREAS, PRC Section 40183 defines a rural city as either of the
following:

{a) An incorporated city which has a geographic area of
less than three square miles, has a waste generation rate of
less than 100 cubic yards per day, or 60 tons per day, and
which is located in a rural area; or,

(b) An incorporated city which has a population density of
less than 1,500 people per square mile, has a waste
generation rate of less than 100 cubic yards per day, or 60
tons per day, which is located in a rural area; and,

WHEREAS, Title 14 .of the California Code of Regulations (CCR)

Section 18774.5 allows for qualifying jurisdictions to petition
the Board for extensions in the planning and diversion

ad



requirements and specifies the procedure for requesting and
granting extensions; and,

WHEREAS, the Board received a Petition for Extension in the
diversion requirements from the City of Gonzales; and, .

WHEREAS, the City of Gonzales qualifies based on small geographic
size and small quantity of solid waste generated within the City;
and,

WHEREAS, the City has complied with Title 14 of the CCR Section
18774.5; and, .

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the request for a two-year
extension in the diversion requirements to allow the City of
Gonzales to achieve 25% by 1997 is reasonable; and,

WHEREAS, based on review of the requested time extension, Board
staff found that all of the foregocing requirements have been
satisfied and that the reguest for the extension substantially
complies with PRC 41787.4, et seq., and recommends its approval;

NOW, THEREFCRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves a
two-year time extension for the City of Gonzales, Monterey
County. The City is required to meet the diversion goals of the
Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 for the short-term by
1997.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing .is
a full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on March 26, 1997.

Dated:

‘Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director

\ag



CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

March 26, 1997
AGENDA ITEM 3\

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF SCORING CRITERIA AND EVALUATION
PROCESS FOR THE 1957/98 LOCAL GOVERNMENT USED OIL
OPPORTUNITY GRANT

I. SUMMARY

This item presents the scoring criteria and evaluation process for
the fourth cycle (1997/98) of the Local Government Used 0il
Opportunity Grant Program. In September 1996, the Board approved
the standardized general review criteria for competitive grant
programs, and a procedure for presenting the criteria and
evaluation process to the Committee and Board for consideration.
This procedure calls for staff to assign points to the general
review criteria based on program mission. Staff has assigned
points to each criterion, and developed an evaluation method that
follows this procedure.

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

This item will be presented at the March 17, 1997 Local Assistance
and Planning Committee. At the time this item went to print, the
Committee had not met.

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD
Board members may wish to:

1. Approve the Local Government Used 0il Opportunity Grant
scoring criteria (Attachment 2) and evaluation process,
and adopt Resolution 97-100 (Attachment 3); or

2. Direct staff to revise the scoring criteria and
evaluation process,

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommends Option 1; approve the proposed scoring criteria
and evaluation process. Lo

Qb
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V. ANALYSIS

Background

The California 0il Recycling Enhancement Act authorizes the Board
to offer grants to local governments. One of these grants is the
Used 0il Local Government Opportunity Grant (Opportunity Grant).
Pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) §48632(a), the Board
awards grants to local governments for establishing or enhancing
used oil collection programs. Staff estimates that $8 million
will be available from the Used 0Oil Recycling Fund according to
the allocation formula described in PRC §48656 (Attachment 1).
The grant term will be 18 months, and the maximum award will be
$500,000 per juriediction.

During the first cycle (June 1994 - _June 1996) about six million
dollars was expended. Fifty-one grantees completed projects that
established 314 permanent used oil collection opportunities. . Over
830,000 gallons of used oil were collected through these new
opportunities just during the grant term. These new collection
sites provided the infrastructure necessary for these local
governments to establish permanent used oil recycling programs.
Furthermore, these grants funds were used to lay the ground work
for public education campaigns which included educational videos,
brochures, and used oil recycling program themes.

In the second cycle (June 1995 - March 1997) $8.3 million was
awarded to 77 grantees. These grant funds were used primarily to
further build out the State’s infrastructure by adding more
permanent ccllection opportunities. Local and regional public
education programs were expanded accordingly to take full
advantage of the growing used o0il recycling infrastructure.

The third cycle of the Opportunity Grant Program began in June of
1996 and is still underway. Forty-three grantees were awarded
$6.7 million. The focus for this cycle of the opportunity grants
was to provide more collection opportunities in the underserved
and rural areas, and to enhance existing used oil recycling
programs. Additionally, many jurisdictions are further expanding
public education and media outreach programs.

For the fourth cycle of the Opportunity Grant Program, the
criteria will be weighted toward those proposals that identify and
describe how to overcome the barriers that prevent them from
taking their programs to the next level. Heavy emphasis will be
placed on providing funds to jurisdictions that can demonstrate an
essential local need that cannot be met through local or state
funding sources.
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Key Issues

Proposed Scoring Criteria and Process

As regquired by the procedure for presenting the scoring criteria
and evaluation process to the Board, staff assigned point values
to each category of the general review criteria {as shown in
Attachment 2). Emphasis was placed on need for the project as
well as proposed methodology and project evaluation. The proposed
evaluation process is as follows.

After the close of the application period, Grants Administration
Unit staff perform initial data entry and a completeness review on
each application. Program staff will then convene review panels
consisting of Board Staff involved with the Used 0il Recycling
Program, including staff from the Grant Administration Unit. A
meeting will be held with the panel members to explain the scoring
criteria and evaluation process, including a detailed scoring
structure.

Panel members will review and evaluate each proposal assigned to
them using the scoring criteria listed in Attachment 2. They will
subsequently meet to discuss individual scores and develop final
scores for each proposal. The lead staff person from each panel
will meet to discuss the scores to ensure that the criteria were
applied equitably between the panels. Proposals will be ranked
according to the number of points received out of 150 possible
points. A minimum score of 70% {105 points) must be attained to
be eligible for funding. 1In the event there is insufficient
funding available for all qualified applicants, the highest ranked
proposals will have funding priority.

Tentative Schedule

DATE

ACTION

March 26, 1997 Board adopts scoring criteria/evaluation
process

April 1997 Staff mails NOFAs and application
packages to interested parties

June 30, 1997 Applications are due to the Board
September 25, 1997 Board considers funding recommendations
November 1, 1997 Grantees initiate work on projects

April 30, 1999 Grantees complete work on projects

\qe
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VI. ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1:  Used 0il Fund Allocations
Attachment 2: Scoring Criteria
Attachment 3: Resolution 97-100

VII. APPROVALS

Prepared by:__Caroll Mortensen .Cjb/' Phone: 255-2370
Reviewed by:_ Shirlev willd-Wa?'erW Phone: 255-2343
Reviewed by: tch Delmage Phone: 255-4455

7
Reviewed by:__Judith Friedman %iy)ﬂa/ Phone: 255-2376
J

s:\oilgrant\oppgrant\agenditm\op97crib.doc
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Attachment 1

. _ USED OIL FUND ALLOCATIONS DESCRIPTION

The following presents a description of how monies from the Used Oil Recycling
Funds are allocated pursuant to Public Resources Code section 48656 which reads:

"After all of the expenditures pursuant to Section 48653 have been made,
notwithstanding paragraph (4) of subdivision (a) of Section 48653, the balance
remaining in the fund shall be available to the board for expenditure solely for the .
implementation of subdivisions (b) and (c) of Section 48631 and Sections 48632
and 48660.5. - The board shall not expend more than two hundred thousand
dollars ($200,000) to implement Section 48660.5 and at least 40 percent of the

“money remaining in the fund shall be expended for the purposes of subdivision
(a) of Section 48632, at least 10 percent shall be expended for the purposes of
subdivision (b) of Section 48632, at least 20 percent shall be expended for the
purposes of subdivision (c) of Section 48631, and at least 10, but not more than

15, percent shall be expended for the purposes of subdivision (c) of Section
48632."

Revenues to the Board are provided from oil manufacturer payments of $0.16 per-
.gallon of lubricating il sold or transferred for use in the State. Industrial oils are
exempt. Sales amount to about 140 million gallons annually resulting in over $22

e million in revenues. :

The primary expenditures from the fund include payment of recycling incentives to
program participants, up to $3 million to the Board for direct administration costs, a
Budget Act appropriation to the Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) for
reporting costs, and up to $1 million in reserve. Following these expenditures, $10
million (or 1/2 of the remaining funds, whichever is greater) is available for block
grants to local governments.

After the above expenditures and indirect administration costs have been made (e.g.,
filter pilot, CalEPA appropriation), the remaining monies are available to the Board
solely for the following: up to $200,000 for contaminated oil payments; at least 40%
for opportunity grants to local governments; at least 20% for statewide education and
information; at least 10% for grants to non-profit entities; and (after 1/1/97) at least
10% but not more than 15% for research, testing and demonstration grants.

The following table illustrates how used oil funds are allocated pursuant to the

California Oil Recycling Enhancement Act. The first columnn lists the description of

the line item from the fund. The second column indicates the specific dollar amount

or percentage of money in the account allocated to that particular line item. The third
. column list the statutory authority for the expenditure. e



Oil Manufacturers Payment

Attachment 1 (cont.)
USED OIL FUND ALLOCATIONS

Revenues

16¢ per gallon of -
lubricating oil

Primary Expenditures

PRC § 48650

" Recycling Incentive Payment

~ §2,400,000 FY96/97

PRC § 48653(a)(1) |

" Reserve

< $1,000,000

PRC § 48653(a)(2)

lFAdministration appropriation (direct)

< §$3,000,000

PRC § 48653(c)

" DTSC reporting appropriation

“ Local Government Block Grants

—— e ————

$10,000,000 available l PRC § 48653(a)(3) T e

Tertiary Expenditures

~ $222,000 FY96/97 PRC § 48661 "

Secondary Expenditure

Administration approprnations (indirect)

~ $388,000 FY96/97

PRC § 48695 etal. |

DTSC enforcement contract

up to $250,000

PRC § 48653 (d)

Contaminated Qil Payments up to $200,000 available | PRC § 48656
PRC § 48660.5
Local Governments Opportunity Grants 2 40% of funds remaining PRC § 48656
PRC § 48632(a)
Staiewide Education & Public Outreach > 20% of funds remaining | PRC § 48656
PRC § 48631(c)
Non-Profit Grants 2 10% of funds remaining | PRC § 48656

PRC § 48632(b)

Research, Testing and Demonstration Grants

10% but < 15% of funds
remaining

v

0\

PRC § 48656 (amended)
PRC § 48632(c)




Attacinnent 2

CIWMB GRANT SCORING CRITERIA

ELIGIBILITY and MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS SECTION: Eligible applicants are limited to local governments as defined
under PRC Section 30109,

Points Description

RAL REVIEW CRITERIA: Must attain a minimum score of 70% 10 be considered for funding (minimum of 105
points of 150 possible)

40 1. NEED - Grant proposal clearty describes and demonstrates the local or statewide need for the project and
the benefits and end products resutting from the project.  For example, proposat:

= Provides convincing reasons why the project should be funded

Addresses identified gap in service avaifability or curremt unmet need

Describes and documents the problem

Supports the existence of the problem with surveys, studies

Adequately describes any health and safety threats or environmental concems

25 2. OBJECTIVES - Work Statement and grant namative are sufficiently detailed to determine that the project:
e Is based on the identified need described in the narative

» Describes specific and measurable goals and objectives

s Demonstrates that objectives can be achieved within indicated time frame

30 3. METHODOLOGY - Grant proposal describes by task the activities to be undertaken to achleve the
objectives. For example, proposal:

Describes why the proposed activities are the best way to address the identified need
Describes in detail how the objectives will be met with available time and resources

identifies staffing required to carmry out the propesed project

Describes involvernent of cooperating crganizations

Presents a specific plan for future funding, if applicable

U .
‘ q 20 4. EVALUATION - Grant proposal describes a method to evaluate the success of the project and determine

whether objectives were accomplished. For example, proposal;

includes both process and outcome evaluation

Describes a method for evaluating and modifying methods during project implementation
Describes clearly the criteria for determining success

States who will be responsible for the evaluation

Explains any statistical tests or questionnaires to be used

Describes any evaluation reports to be produced

25 5. BUDGET -~ Grant proposal demonstrates that the project is cost effective in relation to the location,

source, quality, and quantity of targeted wastes. For example;

» Budget itemization is sufficiently detailed to determine thatl proposed expenses are reasonabls

s Quotes, estimates, or other documentation to support the costs claimed are provided

s All program tasks described in the Work Statement and namative are itemized in the budget

s Cost savings are described, e.g.. use of volunteer labor, in-kind services, recycling oplions, use of
existing promotional materials etc.

= - Budget items for miscellaneous, contingency, or managerial costs are clearly described and kept to a8
minimum

10 6. COMPLETENESS, LETTERS OF SUPPORT, EXPERIENCE, ETC. — Grant Proposal is clearly presented
and complete as required in the application instructions indluding .adherence to all specified deadlines.
Includes evidence that the applicant or its contractor(s) have sufficient staff resources, technical expertise
and expenence succassfully managing grant programs, {o camy out the propesed project. For example,
proposal:
. Incudes letters of suppor for the project .
| s Addresses ability of the applicant to coordinate contracted activities, if applicable .

|

=

Includes resumes, endorsaments, references, etc.
Describes past grants recetved from CIWMB and relationship to curmrent proposal

R02




Attachment 3

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
RESOLUTION 97-100

APPROVAL OF 1987/1998 LOCAL GOVERNMENT USED OIL OPPORTUNITY GRANT
SCORING CRITERIA AND EVALUATION PROCESS

WHEREAS, the California 0il Recycling Enhancement Act requires’
the Board to adopt a used ©0il recycling program which promotes and
develops alternatives to the illegal disposal of used oil; and

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code Section 48632 (a) requires the
Board to issue grants to local governments for providing
opportunities for used lubricating oil collection o©il; and

WHEREAS, in September 1996, the Board approved standardized
general review criteria for competitive grant programs and a
procedure for presenting the criteria and evaluation process to the
Board. ‘

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Integrated e
. Waste Management Board approves the Scoring Criteria and Evaluation
Process for the fourth cycle (1997/1998) of the Local Government
Used 0il Opportunity Grant Program.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a
full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management
Board held on March 26, 193%7.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler, Executive Director
California Integrated Waste Management Board

AN




CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

March 26, 1997

AGENDA ITEM 22

ITEM: Consideration of the Measurement Accuracy Issues Working
Group’s Recommendations for Correctlng Base-Year and/or
Reporting-Year Inaccuracies

I. SUMMARY

In January 1996, the Local Assistance and Planning Committee (LAPC)
authorized the formation of the Measurement Accuracy Issues Working
Group (Working Group) to address inaccuracies in jurisdictions’
solid waste measurements in relation to AB 939 goal achievement
requirements. The Working Group met throughout 1996 and in early
1997 to develop solution options for correcting inaccurate data.

This item presents the Working Group'’s final recommendations which
include a flexible range of options. These proposed options would
allow a jurisdiction to select what they believe to be the most
cost-effective option(s) for increasing the accuracy of their
base-year and/or reporting-year data. As a result, California
Integrated Waste Management Board (Board)} staff will be able to
complete their analyses of the goal measurement calculations
included in the 1995 annual reports following the Board’s action on
this item.

The WOrking Group recommends that Board staff develop assistance
tools, such as a solid waste generation computer modeling system and
a diversion study guide, that jurisdictions could use in quantifying
more accurate generation tonnage while minimizing associated costs.
The Working Group also recommends the Board endorse some regulatory
and statutory revisjions that would increase the accuracy of the
reporting system and/or the effectiveness of jurisdictions’ efforts
toward meeting their diversion goals:

.In a separate planning committee item for this month, numerous
strategies for achieving the 50% diversion goal are proposed. Among
those are two strategies (25 and 26) that touch on methods for
resolving measurement inaccuracies discussed in this item.
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II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

In 1995, the LAPC directed staff to mail an agenda item regarding
staff’'s investigative survey on base-year accuracy concerns to all
jurisdictions for review and comment.

At its January 1996 meeting, the LAPC authorized the formation of
the Working Group to address solid waste measurement accuracy
issues.

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

1. Approve staff’s recommendation as proposed.
2. Direct staff to revise the recommendations.

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the Board approve the Working Group’s proposed

solution options; approve their request. for Board staff to develop e
additional tools to assist jurisdictions with measurement ' e
inaccuracies; and endorse the proposed regulatory and statutory

revisions.

V. ANALYSIS
Re] . hi ot} Worl ] B 3

The separate March 1997 LAPC agenda item presenting multiple
strategies for achieving the 50% diversion mandate includes two
strategies that touch on topics discussed in this item, Strategy
number 25 discusses measuring gecal achievement by areas larger than
individual jurisdictions; this item discusses the current option
jurisdictions have to form regions for measuring goal achievement.
Strategy number 26 discusses allowing jurisdictions to use a new
base-year as a way to resolve base-year inaccuracies; this item also
includes that method as a recommended option. ' ' '

In addition, one of the most important tools the Working Group

recommends Board staff develop is a solid waste generation computer

modeling system to further assist jurisdictions in quantifying more

accurate generation tonnage while minimizing associated costs. -
Board staff has spent extensive time in cooperation with waste .
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haulers, local jurisdictions, and private consultants to develop
such a model. A contract concept currently under consideration for
the 1997-1998 fiscal year would provide the necessary funding for
completion of the solid waste generation computer model.

itial I . .

Since 1994, Board staff have heard jurisdictions express concern
regarding the accuracy of existing base-year data. As jurisdictions
began to compare their original base-year data against more current
disposal records, apparent discrepancies became evident. Board
staff’s initial response was to conduct a telephone survey of
jurisdictions throughout the state to investigate these concerns. .
Results of this investigation were presented to the LAPC and mailed
to all jurisdictions in November 1995 in the document, “Staff
Findings on Accuracy. Problems in the Solid Waste Generation Studies’ '
Base-Year Data.” A presentation was also made to the Local
Government Technical Advisory Committee (LGTAC).

The investigation determined there was significant concern by
jurisdictions throughout the state regarding their base-year data’'s
accuracy; however, the potential magnitude of the errors could not
be ascertained. The most common problem identified in the survey
was the allocation of countywide tonnage to individual
jurisdictions. Other significant problems noted included the lack
~of scales at disposal facilities during the base-year (resulting in
the use of estimated tonnage), and understated diversion tonnage due
to difficulties in quantifying these amounts.

E . 'E ] ]1 ]. G

As a result of staff’s findings, in January 1996 the LAPC authorized
the formation of the Working Group to address the base-year accuracy
concerns. The scope of the Working Group was soon expanded to also
address concerns raised by jurisdictions with their 1995 disposal
reporting information, and apparent discrepancies between this
information and their base-year ‘data.

The Working Group includes approximately 25 members comprised of
city and county staff, as well as some private waste management
personnel, from throughout the state. 1In additien, over 100
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interested parties, including LGTAC receive meeting minutes for
review and comment.

Baaé;xaax_lnaaauraciea

The California Waste Management Act of 1989 (Act) required local
governments to prepare planning documents for achieving the 25%
diversion goal of 1995 and the 50% diversion goal of 2000. These
plans included a solid waste generation study that quantified the
amounts and identified the types of solid waste disposed and
diverted from each jurisdiction in its base-year. After Board
approval of their planning documents, jurisdictions are required to
submit annual reports to the Board which demonstrate the progress
being made toward achieving the established diversion goals.
Originally, the Act required jurisdictions to measure the amount of
waste generated (i.e., disposal plus diversion) in 1995 and 2000 to
demonstrate compliance. But in 1992, Assembly Bill 2494 amended the .
Act, eliminating the need for future generation measurements by
establishing a standard methodology for a disposal reduction
measurement system. )

The disposal reduction measurement system, as addressed in statute,
estimates a reporting-year generation tonnage by adjusting the
base-year generation for changes in population and economics between
the base-year and reporting-year using the Board-approved adjustment
method. The estimated reporting-year generation multiplied by 75%
(i.e., the estimated maximum disposal amount) is then compared to
the actual reporting-year disposal tonnage to determine the rate of
diversion achieved based on the calculated disposal reduction.

In 1995, local governments were required to implement a
state-mandated disposal reporting system to guantify the annual
disposal tonnage for each jurisdiction. Prior to this time, there
was no system for measuring waste disposal at the jurisdiction
level. Instead, there were only state requirements for tracking
quarterly disposal tonnage at the landfill level, which usually
represented waste disposed from multiple jurisdictions. As a
result, many inaccurate assumptions were made in the base-year waste
generation studies to allocate tonnage down to the jurisdiction-
specific level. For example, many counties used population ratios
to allocate countywide tonnage. :
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Additionally, many landfills were not equipped with scales prior to
1995, so disposal tonnage had to be estimated. Methods to estimate
the disposal tonnage included visual estimations, estimates based on
aerial photos, the use of published volume-to-weight conversion
factors, or actual measured volume-to-weight conversion factors.

" Further, many jurisdictions relied primarily on franchised hauler
data to determine their base-year disposal data and omitted or
understated self-haul or non-licensed hauler tonnage. Thus,
although based on the best available data at the time, the base-year
data included inaccuracies due to estimation errors, mis-allocations
of regional tonnage to individual jurisdictions, and/or omissions of
significant portions of the non-franchised waste stream. Many of
the 1995 annual reports prepared-to-date include base-year revisions
to correct for these types of errors.

As discussed above, the disposal reduction measurement system
calculates a diversion rate based on the disposal reduction
calculations. The disposal reduction calculations are based on a
comparison of the adjusted base-year generation (an estimate of the
reporting-year generation) with the actual reporting-year disposal.
Large errors which understate base-year generation can result in
exceedingly low diversion rates. Thus, inaccuracies in the
base-year data can have a significant adverse impact on the
calculated diversion rate. Therefore, base-year inaccuracies could
negatively impact jurisdictions’ ability to quantitatively
demonstrate their actual progress toward achieving the 25% diversion
goal of 1995 and the 50% diversion goal of 2000.

gy . .

The Working Group also examined measurement accuracy issues related
to the reporting-year disposal tonnage from the Disposal Reporting
System (DRS). The DRS regulations established minimum reporting
standards which require at least a one week per quarter origin
survey to be conducted at all permitted solid waste facilities.
Although the disposal reporting data has proven useful to
jurisdictions investigating base-year inaccuracies, many
jurisdictions believe the reporting-year data does not accurately
estimate their waste disposal. ' :

The most common concern noted by jurisdictions submitting repofting-
year revisions in the Annual Reports was that the quarterly disposal
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estimate based on a one week survey did not reconcile with data
received from franchised or permitted haulers. The issue of a one
week survey not being representative of a jurisdiction’s total
disposal for the entire quarter may be of particular concern to
small jurisdictions and jurisdictions that do not have another
source of data for comparison. Small jurisdictions generate fewer
loads during the survey week and so are disproportionately affected
by any change in disposal patterns that occurs during the survey
week. Jurisdictions that do not have another source of disposal
data {such as data from a franchised or permitted hauler} can not
easily make reporting-year revisions in their annual reports.

Another common concern expressed was that the origin information
provided was not accurate, and so disposal tonnage were not assigned
to the correct jurisdiction. This concern frequently involved loads
containing waste from more than one jurisdiction or uncertainty over
jurisdiction boundaries. :

These reporting-year inaccuracies, if not adequately resolved, may
result in a jurisdiction’s reported disposal being too high or too
iow. A jurisdiction that is assigned a reporting-year disposal
quantity that is too high may have difficulty quantitatively
demonstrating progress towards achievement of the diversion goals.

A jurisdiction that is assigned a reporting-year disposal quantity
that is too low may make program implementation or budget decisions
based on an artificially high diversion rate. As the accuracy of
disposal reporting improves, such a jurisdiction may have difficulty
quanticatively demonstrating progress towards achievement of the 50%
diversion goal.

Working Group Progress

The first Working Group meeting was held in March 19%6. The focus
of this meeting was to identify and categorize the types of accuracy
problems. The meeting minutes included an extensive table that
summarized these problem types and categories. Although most of the
problems identified are relevant to urban/rural jurisdictions
throughout the state, it should be noted that these problems are
compounded in the Los Angeles area due to the large number of waste
haulers/landfill operators servicing this densely populated area,
and the difficulties in distinguishing jurisdictional boundaries.
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The next Working Group meetings (one in Northern, and one in
Southern California) were held in June 1996. The focus of these
meetings was to develop some initial assistance for jurisdictions
working .on their first annual reports which were due on August 1,
1996. Subsequently, a guidance document was mailed to all
jurisdictions with instructions on where to begin investigating data
problems and included examples of specific data correction methods
that jurisdictions could use.

The next Working Group meetings were conducted in October 1996. The
focus of these meetings was to discuss alternative solutions for
base-year and reporting-year data problems that could not be
corrected. This was in response to concerns some jurisdictions were
expressing regarding barriers they faced to correcting their
base-year or reporting-year data, such as the unavailability of
source information and the time/cost intensiveness of the
investigative process.

The focus of the most recent meetings, held in January and February
1997, was to develop a proposed list of acceptable/unacceptable
base-year and reporting-year revision methods, with specified .
criteria for the acceptable methods. Staff had analyzed the types
of base-year and reporting-year revisions submitted in the annual
reports prior to the meetings and provided an initial evaluation to
the Working Group for discussion purposes. Based on the Working
Group discussions, the list of methods were revised and sent to all
Working Group members, interested parties, and LGTAC for a final
review and comment period.

A discussion of the comments received during the final review and
comment period, and Board staff’s response, will be available at the
time of the March 17 LAPC. Based on this and the Board’s direction,
staff can proceed to finalize their analyses of jurisdictions' goal
achievement calculations for 1995 as reported in their 1995 annual
reports. Staff will continue to work with jurisdictions that need
further assistance in correcting base-year or reporting-year data.

210



California Integrated Waste Management Board Agenda Item # 3%
Margch 2€, 1997 Page 8§

King C K ot

A

A\l

Solution Options

The Working Group recommends that a jurisdiction dealing with
inaccurate base-year and/or reporting-year data be allowed to
select from a flexible range of sclution options. These
proposed options would allow a jurisdiction to select what they
believe to be the most cost-effective option(s) for increasing
their base-year and/or reporting-year accuracy. The potential
solution options are described below and are summarized in the
following table.

Base-Year

The first option, to correct the existing base-year data, is
the starting point for most jurisdictions. A jurisdiction
selecting this option would need to determine the nature of the
base-year inaccuracy{ies) and then quantify the correction(s).
Attachment A provides a current list of staff’s acceptable/
unacceptablé base-year revision methods, based on the 1995
annual reports. The Board will determine the acceptability or
unacceptability of additional revision methods as they are
submitted to the Board. If staff deems a jurisdiction’s
method{s) as unacceptable, the jurisdiction may challenge this
decision by requesting a hearing by the LAPC and the Board.

It should be noted that the magnitude of the base-year
generation revision is a major concern regardless of what
revision method is used. Staff recommends that revisions of a
large magnitude be documented with actual, auditable data if at
all possible. A method which relies heavily upon rough
estimations or extrapolations might be appropriate for a
revision of a small magnitude; -however, such a method might not
be acceptable for a revision of a large magnitude. In some
instances, staff might request that a jurisdiction provide
further documentation. The burden of proof is upon the
jurisdiction to demonstrate the reasonability of their base-
year revision request.
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To utilize this first option, there must be sufficient sources
of information (e.g., consultant/jurisdiction/other personnel
and waste hauler/landfill/other records) available to determine
the methodologies used and the derivation of the data presented
in the waste generation study, and to quantify. waste amounts
excluded from the study (if applicable). More current data may
also provide some assistance in the analysis process; however,
since conditions have usually changed significantly over time,
it may not be possible to apply more current data to the base-
year when making corrections. Some jurisdictions that have

attempted this correction process have expressed concern

regarding the time and cost intensiveness of this process and
the difficulty in obtaining the necessary information.

The second option, to become a regional agency, is an option
that is already available to all jurisdictions that meet the
statutory/regulatory requirements. Since a regional agency may
report to the Board as a single entity, many of the allocation
errors can be eliminated for jurisdictions that form a regional
agency. However, many jurisdictions have expressed concern
about their potential liability for Board penalties if some of
the other regional members do not adequately implement their
diversion programs. Local political problems have also been
cited as a barrier for the formation of regional agencies,

The third option would allow jurisdictions to provide an annual
generation-based analysis to the Board each year. Since the
disposal tonnage is now being tracked annually in the DRS, a
jurisdiction that is also tracking large tonnage diversicn
programs (such as curbside recycling in combination with
composting, or a MRF) might easily demeonstrate goal compliance
using readily available disposal plus diversion (i.e.,
generation) data. A generation-based analysis eliminates the
need for base-year data since an estimate of the. reporting-year
generation is no longer needed when actual data is available.
For those jurisdictions with this type of data, this option
could provide a no-cost solution.

Similarly, the fourth option would be to create a more current
base-year by using the disposal tonnage from the DRS and
diversion tonnage from a newly conducted diversion study. This
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option would provide a generation-based analysis for the year
in which the study was conducted, and then provide a new
base-year for future disposal-based analyses. Since many
jurisdictions have expressed concern regarding the time/cost
intensiveness and difficulties in obtaining diversion data, the
Working Group recommends the application of a modular approach
when conducting a new base-year study. A jurisdiction should
begin with the most readily available diversion data and then
proceed in the most cost effective manner, focusing on the
businesses and industries that are believed to divert the
largest amounts of solid.

Reporting-Year

The fifth option, revising reporting-year data, allows a
jurisdiction to present a more accurate estimate of its waste
disposal than the estimate from the DRS. To effectively revise
reporting-year data, a jurisdiction needs detailed origin
and/or quantity information. Some jurisdictions that have
attempted this correction process have expressed concern
regarding the time and cost intensiveness of this process and
the difficulty in obtaining the necessary information.
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In summary, the Working Group recommends that a jurisdiction be

allowed to select from this list of options:

Option Applicability Advantages Disadvantages
1. Correct Existing Base- | Must be able to diagnose data | May be abie to increase | Investigation can be very time
Year Data problem(s), and then quantify | accuracy of existing - and cost intensive, and in some
a correction using a Board- data without having to | instances,
approved methodology & conduct a new study. more accurate data may
‘meeting specified criteria not be available for a correction,
{Anachment A)
2. Form a Regional Must be able to form Regional Agency Potential liability for fines if
Agency contractual agreement with Teports as a single region does not demonstrate good
other jurisdiction(s) that meets | entity, eliminating faith efforts have been made in
all legislative & regulatory many regional implementation, Note: Fines
requirements, allocation problems. would only occur afier a
compliance schedule has not been
met.
3. Replace Base-Year Best suited to jurisdictions Would not need to Since all diversion programs are
Data by Presenting tracking programs w/large waste time/$ correcting | not quantified, diversion rate
Generation-Based Data diversion amounts (such as base-year data or could be understated. Would
Annually. curbside w/ composting, conducting new potentially be very costly.
and/or MRFs). studies, yet could still

have more accurate
data.

4. Replace Base-Year
Data by Creating a New
Base-Year(such as 1997)
with Disposal Tonnage
from Disposal Reporting
System & Diversion
Tonnage from a New
Diversion Study.

Must be willing to quantify a
sufficient portion of the
diverted waste stream in order
to demonstrate achievement of
the goal,

Has the potential of
providing the most
accurate data.

Diversion studies can be very
time and cost intensive. It may
be most cost effective to quantify
only the largest diversion
tonnage, which could understate
the diversion rate.

Note: A potential no-cost option
is discussed under B)1.

5. Revise
Reporting-Year Dala.

Must be able to diagnose data
problem(s), and then quantify
a correction using a Board-
approved methodology &
meeting specified criteria.
(Attachment B)

May provide a more
accurate estimate of a
jurisdiction’s waste

disposal.

Investigation can be time and
cost intensive. Additionally, the
majority of the dispesal reporting
issues can best be resolved on a
local level by a jurisdiction
working with the hauler, disposal
facility and/or the county to
correct an error.. Jf the issue is
oot resalved to a jurisdiction's
satisfaction, the information
could then be included in the

jurisdiction's Annual Report.
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B) - Develop Assistance Tools

The Working Group also recommends that the Board, pending
approval of the related contract concept, authorize staff to
work with the contractor to develop the additional tools listed
below, to assist jurisdictions in quantifying more accurate
base-year generation tonnage and in minimizing the associated

costs.
Potential Assistance Tool Advantages Disadvantages
1. Develop a default base-year computer | Could provide a more System would be based on averages from
modeling system that could generate an accurate base-year at no cost | sampled data and thus there would be
estimated base-year generation tonnage 1o a jurisdiction. inherent limitations in the accuracy of the
based on input parameters. Note: Would ' computer generated data estimates. Qther
need to conduct feasibility testing. _ opticns might provide more accurate
jurisdiction-specific data.
2. Develop a “Diversion Study Assistance | Could assist a jurisdiction in | Time is required to develop the guide and
Guide™ with general instructions, sample | conducting a new diversion it would not be completed in time to allow
forms, and other general assistance study and reduce the costs jurisdictions to conduct a new study prior .
information to assist jurisdictions in involved in quantifying a | 1o their next annual report due date (August
conducting diversion studies. more accurate base-year. 1, 1997) and the Board's biennial review
process.
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C) Regulatory and Statutory Revisions

The Working Group also recommends the Board endorse the
following regulatory and statutory revisions that could increase
the effectiveness of local jurisdictions’ efforts toward more
accurate reporting and meeting their diversion goals.

R 1at Revisi
Regulatory Revision Advantages Disadvantages
The Disposal Reporting Regulations This is necessary because legislation | Biomass conversion facilities will
should be revised to include biomass (AB 688) was passed which allows a | need to submit quarterly reporis to
conversion facilities. jurisdiction meeting certain criteria counties and the state with the tons
to count biomass conversion as converted listed by jurisdiction of
diversion (up to 10 percent of the origin. -
jurisdiction’s waste generation) in
the year 2000. '
: Revisi
Legislative Revision Advantages Disadvantages
Add enforcement provisions to disposal Counties do not have a ready means | State enforcement system would
reporting. of persuading haulers and facilities need to be developed and staffed.

who a) do not submit the data
required by the Disposal Reporting
System, b) do not submit data by the
dates required, or ¢) do not submit
accurate data. Without accurate
data, goal measurement is not
possible.

Would need to avoid interference
with existing controls at the local
level.

Note: The Board has unsuccessfully
pursued such statutory revisions the

pas! few years.

QLhﬁx;ﬂgxking_ﬁxgnn_CQmmaan

Additional comments provided by working group members are discussed

below for the Committee’s consideration.
partially or not at all with these suggestions.

Board staff concur only

.

An additional option recommended by some Working Group members would
be to allow a jurisdiction to choose to accept their inaccurate data

*as-is” and to make no revisions or changes at this time.

Instead,

the jurisdiction would spend their time focusing on program
implementation rather than spending time and resources to
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demonstrate compliance with the 25% and 50% goal requirements (i.e.,

*bean-counting”). Many jurisdictions, however, have stated they are
experiencing local political pressures to show a diversion rate that
demonstrates the jurisdiction has met their goal requirement. 1In

addition, the Board must examine the extent to which a jurisdiction
has implemented waste reduction and diversion programs, as well as
the extent to which it is progressing toward the 50 percent goal and
determine whether a good faith effort has been made to implement
diversion programs. Board staff recommends that a jurisdiction make
all reasonable and feasible efforts toward correcting their
measurement inaccuracies. i

Some working group members would like to see statutory revisions

endorsed that would require all state facilities and institutions to
implement source reduction and recycling programs and be required to

meet some mandated diversion goal. Local jurisdictions need the
cooperation of state (as well as other) entities to be able to

achieve their diversion goals. Executive Order W-7-91 already

requires State agencies within the Executive Branch of State L
government to set up recycling programs and report diverted e
quantities to the Board. Further analysis would be required to

determine whether such legislative revision would be effective in

diverting additional amounts of material.

The Working Group would like the Board to examine the effect
permitting issues can have on a jurisdiction’s reported disposal
guantity. Changes in permitting between the base-year and
reporting-year could affect the ability of a jurisdiction to meet
their mandated diversion goal. These types of issues should be
addressed during the development of a tiered regulatory system for
permitting which the Permitting and Enforcement Committee is.
overseeing. A revised schedule for this project is going before the
Permitting and Enforcement Committee and Board this month.

A Working Group member requested the -Board develop regulations to

implement the diversion reporting requirements of AB 2494. Existing

statute states the Board may adopt regulations regarding the

collection of diverted materials. Reporting diversion information

could be of assistance for market development or other support

activities. However, diversion reporting by private entities is not
necessary for the purposes of assessing the progress jurisdictions

are making toward achieving their mandated diversion goals. .
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One Working Group member stated that since the State achieved the
25% diversion rate as a whole for 1935, every jurisdiction should be
allowed to individually claim achievement of a 25% diversion rate
for 1995 as well. Assuming a 25% diversion rate for 1995, a new
1995 base-year generation tonnage could be calculated using the
jurisdiction’s 1995 disposal tonnage (which would represent 75% of
the base-year generation tonnage). Board staff cannot endorse this
recommendation as statute specifies that gach jurisdiction (or
Board-approved regional agency) must demonstrate their progress
toward goal achievement. This option would require a statutory
revision.

‘The following is a list of additional comments received {(and Board
staff’s response) on the Working Group'’s proposed options:

COMMENT: The County wishes to thank the CIWMB for the opportunity
to be part of the Measurement Accuracy Working Group, a difficult
process due to the diversity of interests of members in the group
and the complexity of the issues. This collaborative effort has
brought about a fine set of recommendations that will allow
flexibility and consistency throughout the state.

STAFF RESPONSE: Noted.

COMMENT: It is the County’s perception that many jurisdictions
throughout the state still do not understand how and when fines can
occur so compliance information should be highlighted.

STAFF RESPONSE: Although staff have conducted training throughout
the state on the Board’s enforcement policy related to program
implementation and goal measurement, there are still many
jurisdictions that do not understand--the enforcement mechanisms.
Staff agree that further education would be helpful. The February
1997 issue of InfoCycling includes such an educational article
entitled, “IWMA Flexibility and Enforcement”. In addition, the 50%
Initiative strategy #23 deals with further developing a strategy to
educate local governments in this area. '
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COMMENT: Let us not put too much faith solely on the disposal based
accounting numbers. A jurisdiction may be able to show a good faith
effort in spite of flawed or slightly inaccurate numbers. It is the
hope of this County that the CIWMB will implement a compliance
schedule with each jurisdiction, and that this agreement will be
based on a comprehensive, qualitative and quantitative review of all
programs planned & implemented when assessing whether a good faith
effort has been made. ‘

STAFF RESPONSE: As explained to jurisdictions in the statewide
training last year, the Board must consider the extent to which each
jurisdiction has implemented waste reduction and diversion programs,
as well as the progress each has made toward achieving the 25
percent goal. Staff will conduct a biennial review to assess each
jurisdiction’s progress. If at that time, a jurisdiction fails to
meet the goal and has failed to implement diversion programs, the
Board is required to commence with a formal compliance process,
including holding a hearing and issuing a compliance schedule. :

COMMENT: Overall, the list of options will be helpful to
jurisdictions.

STAFF RESPONSE: Noted.

COMMENT: With regard to the development of assistance tools, it is
recommended the Board keep it simple. Each jurisdiction faces
idiosyncratic problems which make it difficult to develop one model
or guide that would prove helpful to each particular problem.

STAFF RESPONSE: Staff agree to keep solutions simple wherever
possible. Although each jurisdiction may have some unique issues,
there are many common issues that could be addressed in models and
guides to simplify the process for jurisdictions.

COMMENT: Jurisdictions need more personal assistance. Some
additional recommendations to assist jurisdictions with accuracy
problems include: 7 '

a) Small group workshops

b) A “mentorship” program

c) Designation of a CIWMB “point person”

d) Informal list of techniques, data sources and.
methodologies the Board has found acceptable
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e) Samples of successful diversion studies, associated
costs and jurisdiction contacts.

STAFF RESPONSE: Staff agree that many jurisdictions may need
further personal assistance. Expanding Board staff’s technical
assistance to jurisdictions is also proposed in strategies 27 and 28
in the Board’s 50% Initiative. '
a) Small group workshops could be arranged in response to
requests from specific jurisdictions.
b) Jurisdictions that successfully correct data problems could
become mentors for other jurisdictions.
c) It would be difficult to assign a single person as a point
of contact for all 531 jurisdictions because of workload.
Instead, the branch is organized so that each staff person is
the “point of contact” for a number of jurisdictions. However,
a point staff could be assigned to assist other staff as
needed. ' : '
d) Such a list is provided as Attachment A to this item.
e) This is the type of information the proposed Diversion
Study Guide would include.

COMMENT: The City would like to stress that eventually the Board
will have to deal with those situations in which a jurisdiction is
unable or unwilling to develop an accurate baseline. In these
situations, a “good faith effort” will be considered. Jurisdictions
may want some additional clarification on exactly what the Board
means by this, and what documentation would be deemed acceptable.

STAFF RESPONSE: Board staff is currenély working on policy and
process issues for conducting biennial reviews that will address
these concerns.

COMMENT: The City thanks the Board for being included in the
working group. It was important to discuss and resolve these
issues, which have caused jurisdictions a great deal of concern.

STAFF RESPONSE: Noted.

COMMENT: The City is satisfied with the working group’s product and
impressed with the effort that staff have made to engage
representatives from jurisdictions on these issues in order to
develop consensus around appropriate solutions.
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STAFF RESPONSE: Noted.

COMMENT: The City is interested in developing understanding and
eventual solutions for other problems that may obstruct a
jurisdiction’s ability to meet their goals including unforecasted
waste generation and inaccurate disposal statistics from the state-
mandated Disposal Reporting System. '

STAFF RESPONSE: Unforecasted waste generation from special events
or unforeseen circumstances are usually very unique to each
jurisdiction. Jurisdictions are already encouraged to discuss these
types of issues in their annual report. Many local jurisdictions
have successfully implemented changes to increase the accuracy of
the data collected in the Disposal Reporting System. Board staff
are analyzing the disposal reporting data and looking for additional
methods to increase the accuracy of the disposal data.

COMMENT: The Waste Management Authority has concerns about the
CIWMB adjustment method (believes it under-estimates diversion
rate). Local communities should have the option of using the CIWMB
method or a per capita adjustment methodology.

STAFF RESPONSE: The Board was directed in PRC Section 41780.1(c) to
develop a standard method to adjust for annual increases or
decreases in population and other factors affecting the waste
stream. Section 41780.1 also requires jurisdictions to use this
method when calculating goal achievement. Extensive statistical
testing during the development of the Board’s adjustment method
indicated the factors that were selected had the best correlative
relationship with statewide and countywide waste generation rates.
However, some jurisdictions may have local conditions that fall
outside “the norm” used by the standard method. To account for
these exceptions, the Board’'s annual reporting regulations allow
those jurisdictions the flexibility of presenting additional
information in their annual report that would explain why the
adjustment method does not accurately reflect their unigue situation
and to propose a more representative method. Because statute
directs jurisdictions to use the Board’s standard method to adjust
for changes in the waste stream, a jurisdiction will need to explain
why they believe the Board’s standard method does not accurately
adjust for local changes in conditions and why their proposed .
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alternative method is a more accurate method, for the Board’s
consideration.

COMMENT: The working group’s recommendations should recognize the
uniqueness of the problems faced by the jurisdictions within the
various regions. In Los Angeles County, a jurisdiction’s
underreporting of its base-year waste quantities may be attributed
to the county’s solid waste management system which is one of the
most extensive and complex systems in the state and nation. This
complexity relates to the magnitude of the County’'s size,
population, number of jurisdictions, public/private relationships,
political and economic structure, and the dynamic nature of its
waste management System. '

STAFF RESPONSE: Staff recognize the increased difficulty in very
densely populated areas with numerous jurisdictional boundaries and
have noted in the agenda item the compounding of such problems in
the Los Angeles area. .

COMMENT: Most of the initial options suggested by the working group
for correcting base-year data inaccuracies offer little help to the
jurisdictions. Rather,’ jurisdictions will have little choice other
than conducting new studies. New studies would not guarantee better
or more accurate base-year data and requiring a new study may be
contrary to the provisions of PRC Section 41821 (c).

STAFF RESPONSE: There are many base-year revision methods
acceptable to the Board listed in the agenda item attachment that do
not reguire a new study. Additional revision methods may be
proposed for staff’s consideration. Although the working group
goals include flexibility and ease of use, these are secondary
goals. The primary goal is to ensure increased accuracy of the data
and staff can only recommend. for Board approval revision methods
that meet this criterion. Board staff will be available to work
individually with jurisdictions to assist in finding applicable
solution options. Lastly, PRC Section 41821 (c) applied only to cne-
time status reports that were to be submitted to the Board by
October 1, 1994.

COMMENT: Many of the jurisdictions in Los Angeles County appear to
have overlooked a significant portion of the disposal waste stream
as the sum of the tons from the individual studies is much less than
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the countywide total. These jurisdictions should be allowed to
readjust their 1990 waste disposal quantities using any reasonable
method (such as base-year population ratio or any other reasonable
means) .

STAFF RESPONSE: The negative diversion rates calculated in the Los
Angeles area do indicate that significént portions of the waste
stream, usually non-franchised waste, were omitted in the original
studies. The agenda item includes an attached table which lists
acceptable revision methods such as applying the 1995 proportions of
franchised/non-franchised waste to the 1990 franchised portion. A
flat rate increase to each jurisdiction based on the countywide
missing portion, as some jurisdictions submitted, would result in .
more accurate data at the countywide level but not at the
jurisdiction level. Similarly, proportioning the waste based on
population would be relevant only to the residential portion of the
waste stream as the commercial/industrial generation rate is
dependent on factors other than population.

COMMENT: Since CIWMB has indicated that the 25% diversion rate was
achieved on a statewide basis, each jurisdiction that has made a
good faith effort to implement their selected SRRE programs should
be given credit for the 25% disposal reduction goal for 1995.
Additionally, they should be allowed to use the 1595 data as their
new base-year (actual disposal plus 25% diversion) for measuring
their waste reduction achievement for the year 2000.

STAFF RESPONSE: Board staff cannot endorse this recommendation as
statute specifies that each jurisdiction (or Board-approved regional
agency) must demonstrate their progress toward goal achievement.
This option would require a statutory revision.

COMMENT: All inert solid waste disposed at permitted unclassified
landfills are now counted as disposal -while inert waste disposal at
unclassified landfills that are not permitted does not count as
disposal, for the purposes of measuring compliance with the waste
reduction mandates. This is a major deficiency which should be
addressed by the Board. The inconsistency can be resolved by
excluding inert waste disposed at all unclassified landfills from
the disposal measurement.
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STAFF RESPONSE: PRC Section 40801 specifies that the amounts of
solid waste disposed at zll permitted disposal facilities must be
reported for the purposes of determining whether the diversion
reporting regquirements of Section 41780 have been met. This.
proposal would require a statutory revision. The issue of which
facilities should be required to be permitted should be addressed
during the development of a tiered regulatory system for permitting
which the Permitting and Enforcement Committee is overseeing. A
revised schedule for this project is going before the Permitting and
Enforcement Committee this month. '

COMMENT: One of ‘the main goals of the Working Group is to ensure
that the Group’s final recommendations provide for solutions that
are flexible, cost-effective, and fair. Jurisdictions should not be
required to engage in costly new studies or other complex schemes.
It is extremely difficult to quantify all diversion and to go back
in time to correct inaccurate base-year data. Additionally, such
requirements would not be consistent with PRC Section 41821(c). The
proposal should focus on a broader perspective, such as ensuring
that each jurisdiction makes a good faith effort to implement the
programs of their SRREs.

STAFF RESPONSE: The Board must consider the extent to which each
jurisdiction has implemented waste reduction and diversion programs,
as well as the progress each has made toward achieving the 25
percent goal. Staff will conduct a biennial review to assess each
jurisdiction‘’s progress. If at that time a jurisdiction fails to
meet the goal and has failed to implement diversion programs, the
Board is required to commence a formal compliance process, including
holding a hearing and issuing a compliance schedule. Lastly, PRC
Section 41821{c) applied only to one-time status reports that were
to be submitted to the Board by October 1, 1994.
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VI. ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A List of Acceptable/Unacceptable Base-Year
Revision Methods

Attachment B List of Acceptable/Unacceptable Reporting-Year
Revision Methods

Attachment C Resolution No. 97-112

VII. APPROVALS
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Attachment A: List of Acccp(ab" weceptable Base-Year Revision Methods

Base-Year Problem Categories/Types | Base-Year Revision Method Initial Recommendations Initial Slaif Comments/Criteria Juris Qty
A. Generic Revislon Methods: -
A-1 |Various Request that 1995 disposal tonnage Acceptable Method |Must provide all calculations, cite all sources of 4
(from disposal reporting system), and (if criteria are met) [data and use audilable data records. Provide a
1995 diversion tonnage, such as from complete explanation on how the tonnages
funded/operated programs (refer to B-1 were derived.
of the model annual report) plus any
olher quantified tonnages, become the
new base-year generation.
A-2 |Various Use the adjustment method backwards Unacceptabie The adjustment method is comelated to waste
by taking the 1995 disposal tons, then Method generation, not to individua! waste stream
adjust for changes in population & : componenls. Combining a disposal estimate
economics to project an estimate of the based on 1995 data with the originat base-year
base-year tons, and add this amount to diversion is mixing apples and oranges, as the
the existing base-year diversion |disposal and diversion proportions of the waste
tonnages. stream should have changed between the base-
year and reporting-year.
A-3 Marious Revise base-year to only include Unacceptable Statute requires that all sources of waste 1
franchised hauler data. Nofe: Method disposal going to permitted facililies be included
Compuling diversion rale based solely (refer to PRC 41781)
on franchised hauler dala.
A-4 |Various Making multiple types of revisions. n/a Be sure to calculate the corrections in a logica!l | Many
: : sequence and avoid double counting. Quantify
' each type of correclion separately. Must
provide all calculations and cite sources of data.
Corrections to base-year and reparting-year
data should not contradict one another,

B. Problems Related to Measuring/Calculating Tonnages: . '

B-1a |Franchised base-year residential  [Since the resulting per capita rate is Unacceptable 1Regulations allow for comparable data to be 1
tonnages do not appear to be considered to be too low, they Method used in characterizing the waste stream but not
accurate. *guestimate” the consultant neglected to ' for determining the quantity of waste generated.

include multi-family waste tonnages in Per capita averages vary dramatically, and

gither the residential or the commercial while useful for certain planning purposes that

SWGS amounts. They recalculated the can fely on rough averages, they are not

residential franchised waste tonnage sufficiently accurate for quantifying the waste

|using a per capita rate. generation tonnages for demonstrating
achievement of the disposal reduction goal.
Should investigate further to verify whether
multi-family waste was indeed missed, and if so,
attempt to quantify the 1990 tons.

5
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Attachment A: List of Acceptable/Unacceptable Base-Year Revision Methods

Base-Year Problem Categories/Types Base-Year Revision Method Initial Recommendations Initial Stafl Comments/Criteria Juris Qty
B-1b |Same as above. Examination of the annual residential Acceptable Method |Must provide all calculations, cite all sources of 1
r> tonnages alerted them to a problem - it | (if criteria are met) [data and use auditable data records. Provide a
_"; appears base-year tons were only complete explanation on how the tonnages
based on 6-months data. Quantified were derived.
the revised base-year residential
tonnage using hauler records based on
aclual weight tickets. .
B-2 |Industrial wasle in SWGS were Reviewed economic activity from base- | Acceptable Method |Need to demonstrate first that these amounts 1
understated (a significant portion of [year to current, and industrial waste (if criteria are met) |were indeed missed in the original SWGS, and
these tonnages were omitted). tonnage records for more current years. then secondly, need to document the maore
Data indicates no significant changes current tons used to derive the average. Also
since the base-year. Revised the base- need to demonstrate that these industrial
year industrial tonnage based on the facilities were in existence in 1990 (& that is not
average of the more current years data. just a change in condition). Discuss how
double-accounting has been avoided.
B-3 |No scales in base-year, used Compare landfill tonnages for as many | Acceptable Method [Must provide a reasonable analysis 2
volume-to-weight conversion years before & after scale installation as| (if criteria are met) [demonstrating how the before/after data is
method. After scale installation, available. Calculate the average annual being used to make a correction for the
disposal tons increased or increase/decrease and revise the base- inaccurate conversion factor. Provide
decreased noticeably. year data accordingly. volumeftonnage data, cite sources of data,
show calculations & discuss the analysis.
: Provide verification that there were no other
: changes/special situations that contributed to
the increase/decrease.
B-4 |Diversion tonnages were Increased base-year diversion by the Acceptable Method |Additional diversion may be submitted at any 6
[understated or omilted for programs|estimated tons diverted by these (if criteria are met) [time. The submittal must include the complete
that were in existence in the base- |diversion activities. ‘ calculations {showing all of the steps) and cite
year. the sources for all data used in the calculations
{such as participation rates). Demonstrate that
these portions of the waste stream were indeed
missed in the SWGS and that no double
accounting is occurring. The revised base-year
data needs to be fully explained (by program, by
waste type) and meet all other SWGS
requirements. New base-year diversion is still
subject to the restricted waste criteria.
B-6 |Diversion tonnages are believed to |Disposal tonnages of the SRRE were Unacceptable No correlation was demonstrated that 2
be understated. ' understated and revised based on more Method increasing disposal tonnages equates to
current data believed to be more similarly increased diversion tonnages.
accurate. The existing SRRE diversion Diversion must be quantified by program and by
rates (per sector) were applied to the waste type and meet all other SWGS
higher disposal tonnages to extrapolate requirements.
ssm c:\datafile\baseyear\1997\merhods.doc Page 2
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Attachment A: List of Acccplab‘. 1cceptable Base-Year Revision Methods

Base-Year Problem Categories/Types Base-Year Revision Method Initial Recommendations Initial Stafl Comments/Crileria Juris Qly
additional diversion tonnages.

B-6a |Generation tonnages believed to be |Changing the source of dala from their | Acceptable Method |County-wide SWGS must meet regulatory 1
under-estimated in the SWGS. individual SWGS to the county-wide {if criteria are met) |requirements.

SWGS. _

B-6b }Same as above. Would like the 1995 disposal tons to Acceptable Method [Must provide all calculations, cite all sources of 2
become the new base-year, even (if criteria are met) [data and use auditable data records. Provide a
though there are no diversion tonnages complete explanation on how the tonnages
quantified, as this is the only measured were derived.
|data available.

B6c |Same as above. The base-year generation tonnage was Unacceptable  |While rough averages may be useful for certain 2
lincreased without a reasonable Method planning purposes, they are not sufficiently
explanation (they believe this revised accurate for quantifying the waste generation
total more accurately reflects the base- tonnages for demonstrating achievement of the
year situation). disposal reduction goal. A revision should

: provide actual, itemized revisions to the base-
year data,

B6d |Same as above. Began requiring licensed hauling firms | Acceptable Method [Must provide all calculations, cite all sources of 1
Jto submit annual disposal reports in (if criteria are met) [data and use auditable data records, Provide a
1991, Accounting firm was employed complete explanation on how the tonnages

, for random audits to ensure accurate were derived.
! reporting by haulers. Want to replace
’ the 1990 base-year data with 1991

. data. '

B8-7 |A specific waste generator's Replace the original SWGS dala with Acceptable Method |Provide verification of the original data and 1
disposal tonnage is believed to more reliable information. {if criteria are met) |discuss the source of this data (demonstrate
have been understated in the how this data was provided in the SWGS).

SWGS (university waste, for Provide verification for the new data, discuss
axample). : X the source of this data, and provide sufficient
justification as to why the new data represents
- more accurate data.

B-8 |A specific waste generator's Add in omitted tons based on reliable Acceptable Method |Provide verification that the waste generator 2
disposal tonnage is believed to information. (if criteria are met) |was in existence in base-year and that their
|have been omitted in SWGS. disposal was not included in base-year. Provide

' verification for the disposal data and discuss the
_ |source of this data.

B8-9 |Unusual increase or decrease in A) Replace the base-year disposal with | Acceptable Method [Must provide reasonable analysis that 1
waste disposal occurred in the hthe subsequent years disposal tonnage | (if criteria are met) |demonstrates the increase/decrease of the
base-year, based on a comparison [amount base-year by using the before/after data.

E of landfill totals over several years. |B} Revise the base-year disposal by Provide volume/tonnage data, cite sources of

' subtracti_ng the special event waste data, show calculations & discuss the analysis.
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Base-Year Problem Calegories/Types Base-Year Revision Method Inilial Recommendations Initial Staff Comments/Criteria Juris Qty
g tonnages ' Provide juslification as to why the adjustment
4 method calculations would not provide a
sufficient adjustment in the goal measurement
calculations to already account for this situation,
C. Problems Related to Assigning Jurisdiction of Origin: _
C-1ajThe allocation method used in the |Appiied the 1995 disposal reporting Unacceptable Conditions may have changed significantly 3
SWGS lo apportion the regional system percentages to reallocate the Method of between the base-year & reporting-year.
disposal total lo each jurisdiction  |region’s base-year tonnages. Reallocation Reporting-year data should be used for
(such as based on population ratios comparative analysis only. Base-year revisions
or equal distributions to each should be based on base-year statistics.
jurisdiction) is now believed to have Should only use a population analysis for the
been an inaccurate method. residentiat portion. For commercial/industrial
sectors, examine business
licensesfemployment/tax sales/permits, industry
profiles, etc. for a regional comparison. Note:
Forming a regional agency would allow a region
to report as a single entity and would eliminate
many of these types of regional allocation
eITors.
C-1txSame as above. Conducted more recent study to Acceptable Method |Same as above. Study must be based upon 10
' determine a more accurate allocation of | (if criteria are met) |actual base-year conditions (or conditions close
: the base-year tonnages for the region. to the base-year) using such factors as listed
Revised base-year based on study above.
resulls.
C-2 \Regionally allocated tonnages that }Add the regionally aliocated tonnages | Acceptable Method {Need to be sure to subtract out any initial 3
were derived during the base-year [(as quantified during the base-year (if criteria are met) [tonnages that were already inciuded for any
studies for nonspecific origin waste [studies) into the base-year data. portion of this waste stream. Source data must
{such as C&D) were excluded trom meet all regulatory requirements.
the SWGS base-year. Most
regions allocated these tonnages
based on population ratios.
C-33Regional analysis indicates disposallApplied a fiat rate of increase to the Unacceptable  [A revision needs to provide actual, itemized 12
1tonnages were understated for the lindividual jurisdiction’'s base-year Method corrections to the base-year data. This method
region. disposal tons based on the rate of might be technically valid at a regional level, but
‘ missing tonnage on a regional basis. is not valid at the jurisdictional level. If a
. Lregional study was initially conducted, more
accurate information for that region may be
used to make corrections to the initial study. To
apply more accurate regional data to individual
jurisdiction SWGS would require extensive
comparisons of the methods used in each
ssm c:\dr*- “le\baseyear\1997\methods. doc Page 4
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Attachment A: List of Acccplabo 1cceptable Base-Year Revision Methods

Base-Year Problem Categories/Types Base-Year Revision Method Initial Recommendations Initial StaH Comments/Criteria Juris Qly
' SWGS and the demographic
similarities/differences between al! of the
jurisdiclions in an attempt to create a regional
SWGS from the individual SWGS. Revisions
should be made at the jurisdictional level (refer
fo category F for missing non-franchised
wasles). .
C-3b|Same as above. Took the percentage of city to region's Unacceptable Same as above. 4
disposal tons and applied this rate to Method
the tons of missing waste for the region
(all tonnages based on summary plan)
to find the amount of increase in the
base-year generation. :
C-3¢|Same as above. Took the percentage of city to region’s Unacceptable  }|Same as above. 1
base-year taxable sales and applied Method
this rate to the tons of missing waste for
the (based on summary plan) to find the
amount of increase in the base-year
generation. :

C-4 |Waste was omitted in the base-year|Conducted an in-house investigation to | Acceptable Method |Must provide all calculations, cite all sources of 1
due to multiple waste origin loads  |identify how many tons were mis- (if criteria are met) |data and use auditable data records. Provide a
being assigned to a sinble identified. complete explanation on how the tonnages
jurisdiction. ' were derived.

[D. Probioms Related to Changes In Conditions:

D-1 |Base-year tonnages includes Reduce base-year tonnages by Acceptable Method [City & County should work cooperatively to 1
generation of newly incorporated  [subtracting an estimate of the new city's| (if criteria are met) [avoid duplication of effort.
city. generation.

D-2 |Permitting status of facility changed |Took the 1995 tons {and may or may Potentialty The unadjusted data may be used as a starting 6
between the base-year and not have used the adjustment method | Acceptable Method |point, however, Board staff have many cancems
reporting-year. For example, inerts |backwards) to find the base-year tons. Note: Staff have |regarding the application of 1895 data to the
tandfill was not permilted in the This amount was added to the base- concemns but ~ |base-year data. For example, the accuracy of
base-year & thus tons were not year. . acknowiedge that |these large tonnages are questionable due to
included in SWGS. Now landfill is basing the revision |the lack of verifiable records. Also, conditions
permitted and the tons are included on 1995 data may be |may have changed significantly between the

{in the reporting-year. the only reasonable |two years reducing the applicability of such a

Note: Statute requires the inclusion solution at this time |comparison. Most importantly, the accuracy of

of solid wasle disposed at permitted other than this type of revision is in question due to the

facilities. oslablishing a new jvariability of C&D waste tonnages which varies

g base-year. significantly from year tc year based on
construction projects, special events and
disasters. Jurisdictions should examine the
ssm c:\datafile\baseyean\ 199 \methods. doc . Page$s February 25, 1997




Attachment A: List of Acceptable/Unacceptable Base-Year Revision Methods

Base-Year Problem Calegories/Types

Base-Year Revision Method

Initial Recommendations

Initial Staff Comments/Criteria

Juris Qty

\%0

1995 and 1990 conditions and provide

_ [iustification on why the 1995 disposed tons

represent the 1990 disposed fons. Provide
documented similarities between the two years

comparison of another year's disposal data
{such as 1996) might provide further justification
for this type of revision,

Note: The adjustment method adjusts for
population & economic changes only within a
spacific criteria range so very large changes as
well as any other significant changes due to -
other factors, may not be adequalely comrected
for. Projecting current dala into the past
requires a complete understanding of the base-
year and reporting-year conditions/changes.
Also, the method is correlated to the total wasle
but not to individual waste stream components.
Thus, using the adjustment method backwards
to estimate a 1990 base-year is not acceptabls.
A jurisdiction may, howevaer, request that the
Board allow the 1995 generation data to
become the new base-year.

in regards to generators of this type of waste. A}’

E. Problems Related to Special Wastes:

E-1

Restricted waste tonnages for inert
solids/C&D, scrap metals, white
goods, and/or agricuitural wastes
were excluded from the Board-
approved base-year tonnages since
they were undocumented.

Added these amounts back into their
base-year,

Unacceptable
Method (must meet
restricted waste
criteria)

The inert materials are required by statute to be
excluded from base-year diversion unless the
specified criteria are met (refer to PRC
41781.2). Note: Some wasle calegories were
nol clearly defined in the SWGS. If diversion
tonnages were removed incorrectly for non-
restricted waste types (such as for other
appliances quantified in a category with white
Igoods), provide staff with a correction request
that identifies the correct information in the
SWGS/SRRE.

E-2

Special type of waste materials
were not accounted for in the base-
year generation tons (such as
sewage sludge that was disposed
at a permitted landfill in the base-
year).

Increase the base-year generation
tonnages for the missing disposal
occurring in the base-year.

Acceptable Method
(if criteria are met)

Must provide all calculations and cite sources of
data. If making other revisions, such as for
missing self-haul wastes, jurisdiction must
demonstrate that these amounts are not already
accounted for in the other calculations. Note:

In order lo revise the base-year and claim future
diversion credit of sewage sﬂgp, the facility

ssm ¢:\datafile\baseyear\1 99 Tvnethods.doc
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Base-Year Problem Calegories/Types Base-Year Revision Method Initial Recommendations Inilial Staff Comments/Criteria Juris Qty
1g:,-enerzs-ting the siudge must be located with a
riurisdiction 's border and a petition must be

! submilted to the Board that meels the
requirements of PRC 41781.1 & 14 CCR
Section 18775.2.
E-3 [Special type of waste materials Increase the base-year generation Unacceptable Adjustments for the disposal of residual waste 1
were not accounted for in the base- [tonnages for the missing disposal Method from a regional medical waste treatment facility

year disposal tons {such as waste |occurring in the base-year. or a regional diversion facility are authorized by

from regional diversion facilities or statute (PRC 41782). This law recognized that

regional medical treatment these facilities came into existence after the

facilities). base-year and thus allows for a reduction of the

. [reporting-year disposal tonnages. Increasing
the base-year for these tonnages would result in
jdouble accounting and thus is not acceptable.
E-4 |Military wastes were not accounted jIncrease the base-year generation Acceptable Method \Must provide all calculations, cite all sources of 1
for in the base-year disposal lons. |tonnages for the missing disposal (if criteria are met) Idata and use auditable data records. Provide a
occurring in the base-year, complete explanation on how the tonnages
were derived.

F. Problems Related to Self-Haul/lNon-Franchised Waste Streams: :

F-1 [Self-haul waste had two amounts  [Revise the base-year by replacing the | Acceptable Method [Need to demonstrate that the revision meets 1
identified in SWGS for base-year  |original self-haul amount with the higher{ (if criteria are met) LSWGS criteria. Also, examine other data (if

disposal. Chose the lower amount lamount listed in the SWGS. avallable) and dernonstrate how it supports this

(believed to be the most accurate). revision.

F-2a |Self-haul/non-franchised/unlicensed |Quantified the 1995 self-haul tonnage Potentially Need to demonstrate first that these amounts 8
waste (all or some portion of these {for the missed portion of this waste Acceptable Method |were indeed missed in the original SWGS, and
tonnages) appears to have been  [stream and increased the base-yearby | Note: Staff have |then secondly, need to document the 1895 tons.
omitted from the SWGS. . this amount. concemns but Also need to demonstrate that facilities had

acknowledge that Jthese types of haulers disposing in 1990 (& that
basing the revision |is not just a change in condition). Discuss how
on 1995 data may be Jdouble-accounting has been avoided.
" | the only reasonable |Board staff have many concerns regarding the
solution at this time |application of 1995 data to the base-year data.
other than For example, the accuracy of these tonnages
establishing a new |are questionable due to the lack of verifiable
base-year. records. Also, conditions may have changed
significanily between the two years reducing the
appropriateness of such a comparison. , A

~ comparison of another year's disposal data

g (such as 1996) might provide further justification

for this type of revision.
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Attachment A: List of Acceptable/Unacceptable Base-Year Revision Methods

represented. The base-year was
corrected by applying these 1995
proportions to the jurisdiction's base-
year data. :

basing the revision |correction is justified without having to account
on 1995 data may be [for any changes between the two time periods.

the only reasonable

solution at this time
other than

establishing a new
base-year.

Board staff have many concerns regarding the
application of 1995 data to the base-year data.
For example, the accuracy of these tonnages
are questionable due to the lack of verifiabie
records. Also, conditions may have changed
significantly between the two years reducing the
appropriateness of such a comparison. A
comparison of another year's disposal data
{such as 1996) might provide further justification
for this type of revision.

Base-Year Problem Calegories/Types Base-Year Revision Method Initial Recommendations Initial Staff Comments/Criteria Juris Qty
F-2b |Same as above. in addition to increasing the base-year Unacceptable Too subjective. Revision should be based on 6
™~ ' using the above method, an additional Method |tons and not on an estimated percentage. Need
83 x% was added since more diversion to provide justification based on actual types of
programs existed in 1995 than there programs that would direclly impact that specific
were in the base-year. self-haul wasle stream. Note: Staff have
concerns regarding the cost effectiveness of
such a method.
F-2¢ |Same as above. Using 1995 tons disposed (from Unacceptable A revision needs to provide actual, itemized 1
disposal reporting system) & diverted Method corrections to the base-year data. Note: The
{for funded/operated programs only), adjustment method adjusts for population &
the adjustment method was applied economic changes only within a specific crileria
backwards. The estimate of the base- range so very large changes as well as any
year tonnage was found when the other significant changes due to other factors,
projected reporting-year generation was may not be adequately corrected for. Projecting
equal to the actuaf 1995 data. current data into the past requires a complete
understanding of the base-year and reporting-
year conditions/changes. Also, the method is
correlated to the total waste but not to individual
waste stream components. Thus, using the
adjustment method backwards to estimate a
1990 base-year is not recommended. A
) jurisdiction may, however, request that the
) 1Board allow the 1995 generation data to
become the new base-year. .
F-2d |. Same as above The jurisdiction’s 1995 data was Potentially Must demonstrate that these portions of the 13
examined and used to caiculate the Acceptable Method |waste stream were indeed missed in the
percentage of the total waste stream Nole: Staffhave |SWGS. Discuss what conditions have
that the licensed! franchised as versus concemns but remained the same and what has changed
the self-hauled/non-franchised portions | acknowledge that |between the two years and demonstrate this
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Base-Year Problem Calegories/Types Base-Year Revision Method Initial Recommendations Initial Slaft Comments/Criteria Juris Qty

F-2e |. Same as above . |Revised the 1995 self-haul tons based Unacceptable There was no correlation demonstrated 1

on changes in taxable sales to estimate Method between the self-haul waste tonnages and

the base-year self-haut tons. Since laxable sales. Board staff have many concerns

taxable sales increased by x% between regarding the application of 1995 data to the

the base-year and 1995, the 1995 self- base-year data. For example, the accuracy of

haul tonnage was decreased by x% these tonnages are questionable due to the lack

before being added into the base-year. of verifiable records, and conditions may have
changed significantly between years.

F-3a |Self-hauled/C&D waste was not Quantified the 1995 tonnage for self- Unacceptable There was no correlation demonstrated 2
included in the SWGS dispasal hau! and C&D. Applied an adjustment Method |between the self-haul/C&D waste tonnages and
tfonnages. factor, based on the ratio of 1990 the building permit valuation dollars. There may

. building permit $ to the 1995 $ (after or may not be a direct correlation between the

adjusting 1995 $ for inflation with CPI C&D and the building permit valuations (which

Lralio}, and added the additional tons inlo warrants further investigation) but it is not clear

the base-year. : why all the self-haul waste would be affected.
Further, there may have been other changes in
conditions that contributed to the decrease in
valuations over time that is independent of the
waste tonnages (such as rate changes).

F-3b |Same as above. Used C&D generation rates (varies for Unacceptable The generation rates from the study may or may 1

several types of building permits) Method Inot be adequate in quantifying the missing

) developed in a study conducted in tonnages. C&D quantities vary considerably

) i0regon. These factors were applied to depending upon the project, and this was a very
the quantity of 1990 building permits limited study conducted in a single city of
actually issued and added resuiting another state, so the error range of this method
tonnage into base-year. They assumed |could be significant. Also, there may be
there was no other type of self-haul, . additional types of self-hauled wastes omitted
other than C&D, in the base-year. that would not be accounted for in these C&D

generation rates, such as small commercial
. contractors (roofers, landscapers, etc.).
F-4 |Self-hauled/C&D waste was not . [Took the 1995 tons for the missing Unacceptable  [The unadjusted data may be used as a starting 4

' 1included in the SWGS generation jwaste stream, used the adjustment Method point. Must demonstrate that this portion of the

tonnages. method backwards to estimate the waste siream was indeed missed in the SWGS
base-year self-haul tonnage and added (be sure to subtract out any initial self-haul
this amount into the base-year disposed tonnages afready included). Discuss what
total. disposal system conditions have remained the
same and what has changed between the two
years and demonstrate this correction is justified
without having to account for any other changes
3 (in addition to the population & economic
r changes} between the two time periods. Note:
The adjustment method adjusts for population &
Page 9 February 25, 1997
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Attachment A: List of Acceptable/Unacceptable Base-Year Revision Methods

Base-Year Problem Categories/Types Base-Year Revision Method Initial Recommendations Initial Staff Comments/Criteria Juris Qty

P economic changes within an nominal range, so

82" very large changes as well as any other

significant changes due to other faclors, may
not be adequately corrected for. Projecting
current data into the past requires a complete
understanding of the base-year and reporting-
year conditions/changes. Thus, using the
adjustment method backwards lo estimate a
1990 base-year is not acceptable. A jurisdiction
may, however, request that the Board allow the
1995 generation data to become the new base-
year. '

F-5a |Self-haul waste in SWGS for base- |Examined a number of other Unacceptable Regulations allow for comparable data to be ?
year disposal - all or some portion |jurisdictions believed to have similar Method used in characterizing the waste stream but not
of these tonnages were omitted. populations and franchise agreements for determining the quantity of waste generated.

to determine an average percentage for While regional averages may be useful for
the franchised portion of the wasle certain planning purposes that can rely on rough
stream & used to revise the base-year. averages, they are not sufficiently accurate for
quantifying the waste generation tonnages for
demonstrating achievement of the disposal
‘|reduction goal.

F5b {Same as above. Based on examination of other Unacceptable Regulations allow for comparable data to be 1
jurisdictions in area, they believe the Method used in characterizing the waste stream but not
self-haul should be x% of the total for determining the quantity of waste generated.
disposal. While regional averages may be useful for

certain planning purposes that can rely on rough
averages, they are not sufficiently accurate for
quantifying the waste generation tonnages for
demonstrating achievement of the disposal

: reduction goal.

F5c |Same as above. Examined various surveys conducted at] Acceptable Method [Must provide all calculations, cite sources of 1
the local landfill to estimate the total (if criteria are met) [daia and provide detailed survey information,
disposal % contributed by the city.

Revised the base-year accordingly.

F-6a |Self-haulunlicensed hauler waste |The base-year generation was Unacceptable Regulations allow for comparable data to be 3
tons disposed were omitted as the |[recalculated using an average per Method used in characterizing the waste stream but not
SWGS was based only on licensed [capita generation rate (either based on for determining the quantity of waste generated.
[hauler data. local cities considered to be similar to Per capita averages vary dramatically, and

jurisdiction, or the basis was not while useful for certain planning purposes that
clarified). can rely on rough averages, they are not
sufficiently accurate for quantifying the waste
generation lonngges for demonstrating
ssm ¢:\d»*-file\baseyear\1 99 T\methods.doc Page 10
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Attachment A: List of Acceptabo acceptable Base-Year Revision Methods

Base-Year Problem Calegories/Types Base-Year Revision Method Initial Recommendations Initial Staff Comments/Critaria Juris Qty
achievement of the disposal reduction goaf.
F-6b |Same as above. A study was conducted in 1995 to Potentially Must demoanstrate that this portion of the waste 1
: determine what percentage of the lotal | Acceplable Method Isiream was indeed missed in the SWGS.

waste stream the self-haul, non- Note: Staff have |Discuss what disposal system conditions have

licensed portion represents. This concemns but remained the same and what has changed

percentage was applied to the 1995 acknowledge that |between the two years and demonstrate this

total to estimate the 1995 self-haul tons,| basing the revision |correction is justified without having to account

which was then adjusled for the on 1995 data may be [for any other changes (in addition to the

changes in population & employment the only reasonable population & employment changes) between the

(combined average) to estimate the Solution at this time |two time periods '

base-year self-haul tonnage to add into other than Board staff have many concemns regarding the

the base-year generation, astablishing a new |application of 1995 data to the base-year data.

base-year. . [For example, the accuracy of these tonnages
are questionable due to the lack of verifiable
records. ‘Also, conditions may have changed
significantly between the two years reducing the
applicability of such a comparison. A
comparison of another year's disposal data
: {such as 1996) might provide further justification
' ' [for this type of revision.
F-7 |Self-haul waste going to “other” Applied the 1995 % of “other” waste (as Potentially Must demonstrate that this portion of the waste 1

facilities {e.g., outside of local area)
was omitted.

F

compared to the 1995 disposed total)
and applied this same rate to the base-
year to estimate the additional base-
year tons.

Acceptable Method [stream was indeed missed in the SWGS.

Note: Staff have
concems but
acknowledge that
basing the revision
on 1995 data may be
the only reasonable
solution at this time
other than
establishing a new
base-year.

Discuss what conditions have remained the
same and what has changed between the two
years and demonstrate this correction is justified
without having to account for any changes
between the two time periods.

Board staff have many concerns regarding the
application of 1995 data to the base-year data.
For example, the accuracy of these tonnages
are questionable due to the lack of verifiable
records. Also, conditions may have changed
significantly between the two years reducing the
applicability of such a comparison. . A
camparison of another year's disposal data
(such as 1996) might provide further justification

for this type of revision.
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Attachment B:

List of Acceptable/Unacceptable Reporting-Year Revision Methods

Reporting-Year Revisions Found in Annual Reports

Method

Initial Recommendation

Initial staff comments/criteria

Juris. Qty

1 Substituted franchise hauler
data for landfiil data on that
hauler. :

Acceptable *
(if criteria are met)

Can only replace disposal reporting system tonnage
related to that particular hauler(s).

Cannot exciude other haulers or seil-haul.

Should only be applicable if the disposal facility(ies) do
not gather daily disposal origin information.

Cannot assume the non-franchise portion is a given
percentage or amount.

Cannot exclude disposal at any permitted landfill or
transformation facility.

Concerns: hauler guaranteed diversion rates,
reslrictions on waste origin by landfills, restrictions on
disposal site by jurisdictions.

3

2 Contacted non-franchise
haulers to verify information.

Acceplable *
(if criteria are met)

Cannot subtract tonnage if a hauler is unable to confirm
origin information,

Cannol assume the non-franchise portion fs 8 given
percentage or amount,

Explain the method used lo verify the naw origin
information.

Concern was expressed that, if some haulers are not
aware of the accurate origin of the waste at the time of
disposal, the new information provided months later
might be even less accurate.

Other concems were expressed regarding whether the
existence of a franchiss or the need to have a local
business license may affect the accuracy of the
information provided.

23

3 Presented a generalion-based
analysis.

Acceplable *
(if criteria are met)

Diversion quantities mus! be documented.

Usa disposal tons from the Disposal Reporting System,
Use documented diversion quantities for the reporting
year. May use just the diversion from operated and
funded programs (appendix B-2 of the Annual Report).
Concermn was expressed regarding the accuracy of the
diversion data. Is double counting being avoided (by not
counting the same material at the generator, recycler,
processor, elc.)? How accurately is the jurisdiction of
origin information being tracked?

14

4 Sampling period is not
- representalive {"survey
anomalies”).

Unacceptable as reporting-year revision, howaver, may
|be evaluated as additional information for Board
consideration.

Many of these issues raised reflect the nature of
sampling and extrapolation.

10

5 Unusual Events

Unacceptable as reporting-year revision, however, lﬁay
be evaluated as additional information for Board
consideration.

The Board does not have the authority (o give a blanket
exciusion to unusual events.

* Regardless of method used, jurisdictions must;
Explain how the data was derived/gathered.
Be prepared to verify with auditable documentation,

o ‘
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Attachment C

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
RESOLUTION NO. 97-112

CONSIDERATION OF THE MEASUREMENT ACCURACY ISSUES WORKING GROUP’S
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTING BASE-YBAR AND/OR REPORTING YEAR
INACCURACIES :

WHEREAS, California jurisdictions were required to establish a
base-year waste generation amount in their Source Reduction and
Recycling Elements from which to measure achievement of the 25%
and 50% diversion goals; and

WHEREAS, disposal facility operators are required to conduct
quarterly surveys to estimate annual disposal tonnage by each
jurisdiction and to report these amounts to counties, who in turn
report these amounts to the jurisdictions using the landfills
within their county; and

WHEREAS, jurisdictions are required to submit annual reports to
the Board that include calculations using both base-year and
reporting year numbers to demonstrate their progress toward
achieving the 25% and 50% diversion goals; and

WHEREAS, many jurisdictions have expressed concern that
inaccuracies found in their base-year and/or reporting year waste
measurements preclude them from accurately demonstrating
achievement of the diversion goals; and

WHEREAS, the California Integrated Waste Management Board‘s Local
Assistance and Planning Committee authorized the formation of a
Measurement Accuracy Issues Working Group to address problems
with the accuracy of jurisdictions’ measurements of their base-
year and reporting year waste amounts; and

WHEREAS, the Working Group met throughout 1996 and early 1997 to
develop solution options for correcting the inaccurate data; and

WHEREAS, the Working Group has prepared a flexible set of

options from which jurisdictions could choose to correct the
inaccuracies; and ’

28



WHEREAS, the Working Group recommends that Board staff develop
further tools to further assist jurisdictions in quantifying more .
accurate generation tonnage; and

WHEREAS, the Working Group also recommends the Board endorse some
regulatory and statutory revisions that would increase the
accuracy of the reporting system and/or the effectiveness of
jurisdictions’ efforts toward meeting their diversion goals;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board approves the
Measurement Accuracy Issues Working Group’s recommendations for
options to correct inaccurate base-year and/or reporting year
inaccuracies; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ALSO RESOLVED that the Board also approves
the Measurement Accuracy Issues Working Group’s recommendations
for directing staff to develop assistance tools for jurisdictions
wishing to quantify more accurate generation tonnage; and

NOwW, THEREFORE, BE IT ALSO RESOLVED that the Board also approves

the Measurement Accuracy Issues Working Group’s recommendations

to endorse regulatory and statutory revisions that would increase

the accuracy of the disposal reporting system, and/or the N
effectiveness of jurisdictions’ efforts toward meeting their : 9
diversion goals. '

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on March 26, 1897.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 26, 1857

AGENDA ITEM 33

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF THE REDESIGNATION OF THE SONOMA/
MENDOCINO RECYCLING MARKET DEVELOPMENT ZONE TO INCLUDE
THE COUNTY OF LAKE

I. SUMMARY

The Board approved the Sonoma/Mendocino Recycling Market
Development Zone (RMDZ) in 1994 during the third designation
cycle. The existing jurisdictions in the Sonoma/Mendocino RMDZ
include both the incorporated and unincorporated areas of Sonoma
and Mendocino counties. The Sonoma/Mendocinoc RMDZ is requesting a
redesignation which would expand the RMDZ to include incorporated
cities of Clearlake and Lakeport and the unincorporated areas of
Lake County.

Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 17914
requires that an RMDZ submit an application to the Board
describing proposed changes to an existing zone plan. For a zone
expansion, the new applicant must include a resolution, 2zone maps,
a market development plan, and evidence of compliance with the
California Environmmental Quality Act (CEQA). In addition, the
jurisdictions comprising the existing RMDZ must approve the
proposed zone changes and submit resolutions from their governing
bodies indicating this approval. Board Zone staff is in receipt
of these documents.

I1. PREVIQOUS COMMITTEE ACTION

There has been no previous Board Action regarding this issue.

III. COMMITTEE ACTION

The Market Development Committee, at its March 13, 19387, meeting
approved the staff recommendation and forwarded the item to the
Board for approval. The Committee also directed that the item be
placed on the Beoard’s consent calendar.

IV. OPTIONS FOR TEE BOARD

The Board members may decide to:

1. ' Approve the expansion of the Sonoma/Mendocino RMDZ to include
the County of Lake.
2. Not approve the expaneion.

W0



Board Meeting Agenda Item 33
March 26, 1937 : Page 2

v. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

staff recommends that the Board adopt Resclution #97-75 approving
the redesignation of the Sonoma/Mendocino RMDZ to include the
County of Lake and the incorporated cities of Clearlake and
Lakeport.

VI. "ANALYSIS

Background

The expansion of the Sonoma/Mendocino RMDZ was initiated almost
one year ago. For redesignation for the purposes of expansion,
the RMDZ must prepare an application which describes the
availability and adequacy of feedstock, infrastructure and
property. Additionally, the application must describe the
proposed marketing plan, budget, incentives to businesses, and
financial -support available. The application must also include a
copy of a resolution from the new jurisdiction which makes the
findings required in Public Resources Code (PRC) section 42010
(b), namely that the local conditions are favorable to an RMDZ and
the establishment of the RMDZ is needed for achievement of the
diversion mandates. Finally, the application must include
documentation of support from the existing RMDZ jurisdictions and
documentation of CEQA compliance. Staff assisted the County of
Lake and the Sonoma/Mendocino RMDZ in the preparation of the
applicaticn. '

Over the past ten years, a cooperative working relationship in the
field of economic development and business assistance has evolved
between practitioners in Lake, Mendocino, and Sonoma counties.
Specifically, Lake County economic development consultants have
provided Sonoma County with technical assistance in establishing
the Redwood Empire Small Business Development Center (SBDC). This
is an established referral network that will enhance the capacity
of operators in the redesignated area to provide RMDZ technical
assistance and loan services on a regionally coordinated basis.

In addition, the Lake County economic development staff presently
provide management of the SBDC in Mendocino County and in the last
three years has successfully obtained over $1.5 million in
Community Development Block Grant _Enterprise Funds on behalf of
the City of Fort Bragg and Mendocino County.  These business loan
programs are managed by Lake County Business Outreach and Response
Team (BORT), the economic development staff who would be managing
the expanded zone territory. Close cooperation will be provided
with waste reduction staff of the Lake County Public Services
Department to develop marketing materials, manage networking and
referral activities, and SBDC consultants.

W



Board Meeting Agenda Item a3
March 26, 1997 Page 3

The primary feedstock supply region for the redesignation zone
will be Sonoma, Mendocino, and Lake counties. The redesignation
area has adequate regional feedstock supplies and adequate
commercial demand to develop local and regional markets for
recycled materials and products, especially agriculture related
feedstock. .Lake County plans to research the three counties for
waste stream items that are not currently being converted into
feedstock for recycling businesses. 1In addition, Lake County has
taken great strides in the last few years in the development of an
extensive source separation recycling system. As part of the
area’'s overall recycling strategy, steady expansion of source
separation activities will be pursued.

If approved, the addition of Lake County to the RMDZ will provide
a network of economic development and solid waste professionals
who will actively promote recycling business development. Lake
County will continue to work closely with Mendocino and Soncma
Counties to further develop their regional approach to waste
diversion and economic development.

Findings

Staff of the Waste Characterization and Analysis Branch reviewed
the Initial Study and Proposed Negative Declaration prepared by
Lake County and found there to be no ocutstanding issues. Staff of
the Waste Prevention and Market Development Division has reviewed
the application, submitted on February 13, 1997, and found it to
meet the requirements of the CCR and to be adequate to the needs
of the program.

VII. ATTACHMENTS

1. Resolution # 97-75

2. Application Transmittal Letter
VIII.APPROVALS
Prepared by:__ﬁzzg%g;§§3?19 Phopne; 255-1122
Reviewed by:__John R. Blue _ Phone: 5-2451
Reviewed by:__J Q}W.‘ﬂ - o -Phone: '2565-2413

Reviewed by: one ; -232

K .':.—‘—'-—_—' A N
b— .
Legal Review: 4 %ﬂh - DaCE/Time=4u-lj]—1—o'%Aﬂv\
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
RESOLUTION # 97-75

FOR THE REDESIGNATION OF THE SONOMA/MENDOCINO RECYCLING MARKET
DEVELOPMENT ZONE TO INCLUDE THE COUNTY OF LAKE

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code sections 42010-42023 establish the
Recycling Market Development Zone (RMDZ) Program for the
development of Secondary Materials Business Enterprises; and

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code sections 40502 and 42013 grant the
Board the authority to develop regulations describing the process
for Recycling Market Development Zone application designation, and
redesignation; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with Title 14, California Code of
Regulations (CCR), section 17914, zones requesting redesignation
must submit an application for redesignation including resolutions
approving the expansion from all participating jurisdictions and
making findings required by Public Resources Code Section
42010(b}, a marketing plan for the proposed new jurisdiction, and
proof of compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) requirements for the new jurisdictions in order to be
approved for redesignation; and )

WHEREAS, the Sonoma/Mendocino Recycling Market Development Zone
has submitted the required resolution, demonstrated compliance
with CEQA, and completed a marketing plan; and

WHEREAS, the Sonoma/Mendocino Recycling Market Development Zone
has completed all the requirements for redesignation to include
the Ccunty of Lake pursuant to the regulatory requirements found
in 14 CCR 17914;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby approves the
redesignation of the Sonoma/Mendocino Recycling Market Development
Zone to include the County of Lake and the incorporated cities of
Clearlake and Lakeport.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a
full. true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management
Board held on March 26, 19%7. -

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT BOARD

401 Colliege Avenue, Suite D _ Ben Stone
Santa Rosa, California 95401-5119, U.S.A.- Coordinator
Tel (707) 524-7T170 Fax {707) 324-7231 '

L (a)  Letter from Zone Administrator Requesting Redesignation

A

Mr. Daniel G. Penmington

Chairrnan

California Integrared Waste Management Board
8800 Cal Center Drive :

Sacramento, CA 95826

Dear Mr. Pennington,

I am pleased to submit on behalf of the County of Lake and the mcorporated cities of Lakeport and
Cleariake, an application to the California Integrated Waste Management Board for the redes:gnanon
of the Sonoma/Meadocino Counties Recyeling Market Development Zone,

The Zone currently includes all of Sonoma and Mendocine counties as follows: the Sonoma County
poruon of the RMDZ encompasses the entire area of the County including all of the incarporated

e . cies of Cloverdale. Cotati, Healdsburg, Petaluma, Rohnert Park, Santa Rosa, Sebastopol, Sonoma
and Windsor and the Mendocino partion of the RMDZ encompasses the entire area of Mendocino
County, mchuding all the incorporated cities of Uldah, Fort Bragg, Willits and Point Arena. With the
submittal of this application we are proposing to expand the curreat Zone to inciude the entire
unincorporated area of Lake County and the incorporated cities of Lakeport and Cleariake. The
redesignation area is ideaily locatad to compliment the existing Zone, and the Zone Admirustrator has
already established a good working relationship with the new county and cities during this application
process. [n addinon. we believe that expanding the existing Zone will make for 2 stronger more
productive zone.

Further, the County of Lake and incorporated cities of Lakeport and Cleariake are committed to
deveioping markers for post-consumer waste materiels. They believe that it is necessary to participate
in a Recycling Market Development Zone in order to assist recycling businesses create those markets;
and as will bedmnstmedluaonmth:sapphmomtherad:sng:mon area has more than adequate
industrial activity, commercial demand and feedstock supply to create addiuonal markets for recycled
materials and products.

@ 2



Mr. Daniel G. Pennington
Page 2 of 2

Therefore, on behalf of the Sonoma/Mendocino Counties Recycling Market Zone, we recommend
that you approve the redesignation ofthe Zone to inchide the Coumy of Lake and incorporated cities
of Lakeport and Clea.riake

The contact person for this redesignation process is Mr. Chuck Doty, Chairman, Lake County
Business Qutreach and Response Team, P.O. Box 580, Lakeport, CA 95453, (707) 262-1090.

This application has been approved for submission by the current RMDZ area inciuding the Board
of Supervisors of Sonoma and Mendocino Counties and the City Councils of the mcorporated cities
of Cloverdaie, Catat, Healdsburg, Petaluma, Rohnert Park, Santa Rosa, Sebastopol, Sonomas, and
Windsor (in the County of Sonoma) and the incorporated cities of Ukiah, Fort Bragg, Willits and
Point Arena (in the County of Mendocino) and by the proposed expansion area including the Board
of Supervisors of the County of lake and the City councils of the incorporared cities of Lakeport and
Clearlake. Copies of the enabling resolutions are contained m the appendix of this application.

Thank you.

A/

Ben Sfone —
Adrmmstra:or

“Sonoma/Mendocino RMDZ

Y



CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 26, 1937

AGENDA ITEM 34

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF RECYCLING MARKET
DEVELOPMENT ZONE PROGRAM LOAN APPLICATIONS FOR THE
SPRING QUARTER, 1997:

A. SALVADOR PLASCENCIA DBA M. MAINTENANCE
CONSTRUCTION CLEAN-UP

B. JOHN R. COOPER DBA INDUSTRIAL TIRE SERVICE

C. COAST CONVERTERS, INC.

I. SUMMARY
This agenda item presents three Recycling Market Development Zone
(RMDZ) loans for approval for the first quarter of 1997.
II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE ACTION
The Market Development Committee at its March 13, 1997, meeting-
approved the staff recommendation for the three loans for the
first quarter and forwarded the item to the Board for approval.
The Committee also directed that the item be placed on the Board's
consent calendar.
III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD
The Board may:

1. Approve the candidates recommended by Committee.

2. Modify the Committee’s recommendation.

3 Take no action and provide staff with further

direction.

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Board:

1) Approve the loans contained in Resolution as follows:

A. Salvador Plascencia DBA M. Maintenance
Construction Clean-up

B. John R. Cooper DBA Industrial Tire Service
C. Coast Converters, Inc.

pA
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V. ANALYSIS

Together, the three loan projects represents a combined capacity
of 31,000 tons per year (TPY) of new processing and manufacturing
capacity. The combined total of RMDZ loan funds is $1,273,000.
These loans are projected to create approximately 42 new jobs.

The RMDZ lcan program began accepting locan applications in
February 1993. As of February 28, 1997, 52 loans have been closed
in the amount of $20.2 million. An additional 4 active loans in
the amount of $2.8 million have been approved by the Board, but
are not yet closed. '

These first quarter 1957 loans recommended to the Loan Committee
for review are described in Attachment 4. The Interdivisiocnal
reviews of the loans are available upon reguest.

The Loan Committee considered the credit-worthiness of the
eligible applicants, at its regularly scheduled meeting on
February 25, 1997 and has recommended to the Market Development
Committee the approval and authorization of the loans to the
eligible applicants.

pLy
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IV. FUNDING INFORMATION

Two loans totaling loans $1,043,000 will be funded from the
Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan Subaccount, and
$230,000. will be funded from the Tire Recycling Management Fund.

Amount Requested in Item: $1,273,000
Fund Source:

Used 0il Recycling Fund

Tire Recycling Management Fund

Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan Account
Integrated Waste Management Account

Other

DOoOR®XRO

(Specify) — |-

Approved Prom Line Item:

Congulting & Professional Services
Training

Data processing
Other

ODO0O

(Specify)

Redirection:

If Redirection of Funds: §$

Fund Source:

g
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1997

Agenda Item 34

Page 4

VI. ATTACHMENTS

1.
2.
3.

4.

Board Resolution $7-99
Loan Program Overview

'RMDZ Loan Program Priority Criteria and Statutory

Priority )
Summary of RMDZ Loan Application

VII. APPROVALS

Prepared by:

Reviewed by:

Phone: 255-2442

Reviewed by: hn D. Smith [ Phopne: 255-2413

/
Reviewed by:  Caren Tr ovcicI Phone: 255-2320

/97

Reviewed by: Marie LaVerg;;znbié? 1%§0¢ Phone: 255-2269

Leéah AE/W\‘J"\/ _Date/Time: =17 - &7

249




Attachment 1

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
RESOLUTION 97-99

FOR CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF RECYCLING MARKET DEVELOPMENT ZONE
PROGRAM LOAN APPLICATIONS FOR THE FIRST QUARTER, 1997

WHEREAS, the Board is authorized to make loans to recycling
businesses using postconsumer or secondary waste materials located
in designated Recycling Market Development Zones from its
Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan Account;

WHEREAS, Board staff scolicited applications for locans for the Loan
Program’s January 3, 1997 application deadline; :

WHEREAS, Board staff has determined that three (3) applicants are
eligible for consideration of loan funding and has recommended to
the Loan Committee the approval and authorization of the loans to .
eligible applicants; .

WHEREAS, the Loan Committee has considered the credit-worthiness
of the eligible applicants and has recommended to the Market .
Development Committee the approval and authorization of the loans
to the eligible applicants;

WHEREAS, the Market Development Committee has considered the
extent to which the eligible applicants meet the goals of the
Recycling Market Development Zone Loan Program and has recommended
to the Beard the approval and authorization of the loans to the
eligible applicants;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that in accordance with the
recommendations of the Board staff, the Loan Committee and the
Market Development Committee, the Board hereby approves the
funding of the following loans in the following original principal
amounts as set forth next to the borrower’s name, subject to all
terms and conditions contained in the loan agreement to be
prepared by Board staff for the loan in accordance with applicable
regulations, and on such other terms and conditions as the Board
or its duly authorized staff representative in its or their sole
discretion deems necessary or advisable:

BORROWER AMOUONT

A. Salvador Plascencia DBA M. Maintenance $300,000
Construction Clean-up ..

B. John R. Cooper-DBA Industrial Tire -Service $350,000

cC. Ccast Converters, Inc $623,000
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RESOLVED FURTHER, that the Board, the Executive Director, its

authorized representative, or the Executive Director’s designee,

be and each hereby is, authorized to do and perform any and all .
such acts, including execution of the loan agreement to be

prepared by Board staff and all other documents or certificates as

the Board or its authorized representative in its or their sole
discretion deem necessary or advisable to carry out the purposes

of the foregoing resolution.

RESOLVED FURTHER, that any actions taken by the Board or the
Executive Director, its authorized representative, or the
Executive Director’'s designee prior to the date of the adoption of
the foregoing resolutions that are within the authority conferred
by those resolutions, are hereby ratified, confirmed and approved
as the acts and deeds of the Board.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
full, true and correct copy ©f a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management
Board on March 26, 1997.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandlér
Executive Director
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Attachment.Z

Overview of the RMDZ Loan Program

The RMDZ loan program was created pursuant to Public Resources
Code section 42010 et seq. The program provides direct loans to
businesses and local governments located in RMDZs. To qualify,
businesses must use postconsumer or secondary waste materials in
- their production process and have proposed projects which are
consistent with the Board’s annually adopted objectives for the
RMDZ loan program. Local governments may use funds for public
works infrastructure which directly supports businesses who use
postconsumer or secondary waste materials. The funds may be used
by businesses for real property, equlpment, working capital or
refinancing of current debt.

Loans may be made for up to 50% of the cost of a project, with a
maximum of $1 million. The term of the locans must not exceed
10 years. The current interest rate is 5.5 percent, fixed.

The RMDZ loan program is funded by an annual $5 millien allocation
from the Integrated Waste Management Account. According to Senate
Bill No. 1535, signed by the Governor on September 19, 1996, and
effective on January 1, 1997, the program will sunset on

July 1, 2006.

Overview of Loan Apprpval Process

The RMDZ loan program operates on quarterly cycles. Loan
applications submitted each quarter are evaluated by staff and
submitted for approval to the RMDZ Loan Committee, Market
Development Committee and the Board. Staff of the Board's
Permitting and Enforcement Division review each project to
derermine whether or not the proposed operations would be
considered "Solid Waste Facilities". The types of facilities
being recommended for approval for RMDZ loans are- considered
"recycling facilities" by Permitting and Enforcement Division
staff (Actachment 2). Recycling facilities are not included in
the definition of "Solid Waste Facility" (PRC sections 40194,
40200) and are not currently required to obtain permits or permit
exemptions.

After Board approval, lecan documents are prepared by loan program
staff and reviewed by the Board’'s legal counsel and by the
borrowers. Usually, loans are approved by the Board subject to a
series of special conditions, such as the need to perform an
environmental assessment of properties taken as collateral,
obtaining appraisals, or other financial documentation. Upon
satisfaction of all special conditions, the locan is "closed," and
funds are disgbursed.

For the first quarter of 1997, the deadline for application
submittal was January 3, 1997. Five new applications and one
carried forward from 4th quarter 1996 were received. Staff
evaluated each for financial. soundness and project eligibility and
determined that three qualified for recommendation to the RMD2
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Loan Committee. At its February 25, 1997, meeting the Loan
Committee will review the loan requests. The results of that
review will be presented to the Market Development Committee at
its March 13th 1997, meeting.

Priority Ramking of Loans

As required by program regulations (14 CCR 17935.4 (b)), the loans
recommended for approval by the Loan Committee, based strictly on
their financial soundness, will be ranked by staff in order of
their ability to satisfy the program’s market development
priorities.

Criteria for determining priority appear in statute, regulations
and through annually adopted Beard peolicies. (See Attachment 3.)
Using a scoring scheme based on these criteria, RMDZ loan staff
scores and ranks each proposed project. The rankings are provided
before the date of the Market Development Committee meeting.

The priority criteria used in the scoring are:

The likelihood of each proposed project to increase| 50 Points
market demand for postconsumer materials.

The impact on markets for the Board’'s priority 25 Points
materials (mixed paper, high-density polyethylene,
mixed plastics and compostable materials).

The size, in tons per year, of the proposed. 10 Points

project. )

Classification of the project within the integrated| 10 Points e
waste management hierarchy.

The use of other funds in the proposed pro;ect in 5 Pointsg
addition to RMDZ loan funds.
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Attachment 3

RMDZ Loan Program Priority Criteria
Statutory Priority

"The highest priority for funding shall be given to projects which
demonstrate that the project will increase market demand for
recycling the project’s type of postconsumer waste material."”

(PRC Section 42010(4d)} (3))

Regulatory Priority

"Priority consideration shall be given to projects which:...
demonstrate the greatest use of other funds in the project and/or
the highest degree of effort by the borrower to obtain other
funds..." {14 CCR 17933 (2))

Board-Adopted Priority
Priority consideration shall be given to projects which satisfy

the following 1996 RMDZ Loan Program Objectives:
(See Next Page)
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Preamble:

\ Objective #1:

Objective #2:

Objective #3:

1996 RMDZ Loan Program Objectives

In marketing the RMDZ Loan Program, staff shall target businesses and
projects which would best serve to achieve the program objectives adopted
by the Board.

Maximize the effectiveness of the RMDZ Loan Program as a market
development tool by restricting funding to projects which use materials
normally disposed in solid waste landfills, as of 1990, as recycied
feedstock to manufacture recycled-content end-products, or otherwise -
increase demand for secondary materials which directly support
achievement of local waste diversion goals from solid waste landfills.
Manufacturing, as described, does not include the cleanup of
nonhazardous contaminated soil.

Support the Board’s current Market Development Plan by giving priority
consideration to projects which utilize the Board’s priority materials and
divert the greatest tonnage, and-support projects which utilize construction
and demolition waste materials as feedstock.

Support the integrated waste management hierarchy by promoting in order
of priority: 1) source reduction; 2) recycling and composting; 3)
environmentally safe transformation and environmentally safe land
disposal.
To achieve this objective, the Board shall:
a. Give priority lending consideration to source reduction projects
which satisfy objectives 1 and 2 above; and
b. Give lowest lending priority to alternative daily cover and
transformation projects, and limit funding of such projects to
those which:

i.  Produce value-added products.

ii. Are not detrimental to current or future efforts to increase
source reduction, recycling or composting of the project’s
material type. _

iii. Do not, in the aggregate, exceed 10% of all loan funds to
be awarded during any annual loan funding cycle.

288




Attachment 4

Summary of RMDZ Loan Applications

A. Salvador Plascencia, a sole proprietor, DBA M. Maintenance
Construction Clean-Up

RMDZ: Ventura

Loan Amount Reguested: $300,000

Use of Funds: Acquisition of machinery/equipment, and worklng
capital
Market Impact:
Construction & Current Projected In- Total
Demolition crease
Tons Diverted -0- 30,000 30,000
Annually
| Jobs Created 30 12 42 |
Priority Ranking Score: 83/100
Project:

Salvador Plascencia, DBA M. Maintenance Construction Clean-Up is
requesting funds to expand his business to include the sorting,
processing and reselling of new construction debris.

Mr. Plascencia is requesting funds to lease a large facility, and
purchase equipment, furniture & fixtures, and working capital to
expand his business in the Ventura RMDZ.

Company:

M. Maintenance generates revenues by providing construction
clean-up and erosion control services for Ventura area
contractors and developers. Mr. Plascencia has provided this
service in the Ventura area since 1976. Over the years

M. Maintenance has grown to the point of being the largest new
construction debris removal contractor in the Ventura area. The
company’'s primary target is new single family home and apartment
construction.

Landfill costs are a major component of the company’'s cost of
services. Currently, M. Maintenance pays nearly $15,000 per
month to landfill constructions debris. Mr. Plascencia is
developing a sorting and processing site to reuse/recycle over
90% of the debris his company now sends to the landfill.
Eventually, other clean-up contracétérs will be able to use the

M. Maintenance facility to dep051t their materials at a rate less
than the local landfill.
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Process/Products:

Materials will only be received from sites of new construction.

No demolition debris, liquids, asbestos or asbestos-containing

materials, or hazardous materials will be received at the site. .
The following materials will be accepted for recycling:

Wood and lumber,

Concrete and brick, and

Roofing tiles (concrete and clay)
Metal strapping, and

Cardboard

Source-separated locads of materials from sites of new housing
construction will be brought to the facility for recycling. The
in-coming materials will be collected and locaded at the
construction sites by the facility employees, thereby ensuring a
high degree of control over the type and quality of materials
brought to the facility.

Materials will be unlocaded onto large concrete pads. Company
employees will sort and process the materials as follows

Lumber will be cut into useable lengths,

Concrete and brick will be stockpiled and crushed into road
base quarterly or as needed, and

Non-recyclable residue will be landfilled (less than 10%).

Cardboard will be bailed and metals will be sorted into bins. or

trucks. Cardboard and metals will be sold to recycling centers. B
Useable re-cut lumber will be sold to area lumber suppliers,

contractors, and truss manufactures. Concrete and bricks will be Q
crushed and sold to contractors/developers for use as road base.

Regulatory Compliance:

The applicant has certified that the project is in compliance
with all local, state, and federal laws, regulations,
reguirements and rules, including the California Environmental
Quality Act found in Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.
According to staff of Permitting and Enforcement Division, the
CIWMB does not regulate the company’'s activities at this time.
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__PRIORITY RANKING WORKSHEET

CRITERIA MAXIMOM POINTS SCORING JUSTIFICATION
POINTS AWARDED
AVAILABLE
Increase 50 50 The project will directly
Market result in a.net increase
Demand in demand
Priority 25 25 C&D is a priority product
Material
Diversion 10 6 Total annual diversion is
Impact 30,000 tons
Support 10 0 Company will be recycling
Hierarchy C&D materials
Leverage S 2 Total project costs are
Other $626,000. RMDZ funds of
Funds $300,000 represents 48%
of total project costs

TOTAL 100 83 |
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B. John R. Cooper, a sole proprietor, DBAR Industrial Tire
Service

RMDZ: Long Beach

Loan Amount Reguested: $350,000

Use of Funds: Purchase Building,Acquisition of
machinery/equipment, leasehold improvements,
furniture and fixtures and working capital

Market Impact:

Tires Current Projected Total
Increase
Tons Diverted 0 620 620
Annually
Jobs Created 5 10 15 “
Priority Ranking Score: 56/100
Project:

John R. Cooper, DBA Industrial Tire Service is requesting funding
to expand his tire recapping/retreading business. Mr. Cooper is
requesting funding to purchase a larger facility, equipment,
furniture & fixtures, building improvements, and working capital
to expand his business in the Long Beach RMDZ.

Company:

Mr. Cooper established Industrial Tire Service (ITS), on a part-
time basis, in 1986. By late 1988 ITS had developed into and
organization primarily focused on serving the needs of its
customers in the Long Beach and Los Angeles harbors. In response -
to growing demand, the company moved to an 8,000 square foot
building in Long Beach. Currently, the business has expanded to
the point that it requires a larger location.

ITS supplies and services the tire requirements for shipping
lines and stevedoring companies in both the ports of Long Beach'
and Los Angeles. ITS's main objective is to maintain a
profitable business through reducing the overall maintenance
costs for its client companies. Typically, a retread tire costs
just 50% of a new tire.

In the past, maintenance costs were reduced by retreading as many
of their customers scrap tire castings as possible. The
retreading process - was accomplished in either of two ways:

1. Retreading tires in the procured method (which is
referred to as a cold process), is easier on the tire
castings. The cold process minimizes the amount of heat
applied to the casing, thus reducing the aging process,
and
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2. Conventional retreading, (which is considered a hot cap
process), involves applying more heat to the casing. The
criteria set by the National Tire Retread Association is
less stringent for conventional retreading. This allows
tires that have been rejected for the procured process
and casings that have been damaged on the shoulders to be
retreaded, without sacrificing quality.

Both processes require the old tire casings to be buffed and

prepared to receive the new tread rubber. Previously, the buffed

material was sent to the landfill. When the tire casing became
no longer acceptable for either of the retreading processes, ITS
would dispose of them by taking them to the landfill with no
further processing involved.

Using a new and innovative process of incorporating buffed tread
rubber with virgin retread rubber, ITS will be able to generate
the same quality of rubber at a lower cost per pound. This will
reduce the amount of scrap sent to the landfill.

ITS's otlier services include, but are not limited to; supplying
solid tires for forklifts, providing automotive services and
furnishing the materials and safety equipment to customers.

Product:

Currently, ninety percent of ITS’'s revenues are generated by
supplying customers with their tire needs; from new golf cart
tires to the largest off-the-highway tires available. Products
include: new tires, conventional and procured retreads, solid
forklift tires, and all materials and equipment necessary to
service products. Services include; pick-up and delivery, mounts

and dismounts, flat repairs, and solid tire pressing.

Recently, ITS began offering tire disposal and recycling of
discarded tires. 1ITS is registered with the Board as a waste
tire hauler. This has opened up a new market for sales and
service,

Regulatory Compliance:

The applicant has certified that the project is in compliance
with all local, state, and federal laws, regulations,
requirements and rules, including the California Environmental
Quality Act found in Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.
According to staff of the Permitting and Enforcement Division,
this project may require &n exclusion from the waste tire
facility permitting requirements. The exclusion requires a
completed application and they anticipate it will take 30 days to
process the application once reviewed. This loan will not be
funded unless appropriate permits are issued. The appropriate
permits will be issued and the loan will close within 90 days of
Board approval, or could, for just cause, be extended an
additional 90 days. If the loan does not close within 180 days
of approved, the Board’'s Loan offer terminates.
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PRIOCRITY RANKING WORKSHEET
e e ——————————

CRITERIA MAXIMUM POINTS SCORING JUSTIFICATION
POINTS AWARDED
AVAILABLE

Increase 50 50 This project will

Market directly result in a net

Demand- increase in demand by
supplying retreaded tires
constructed with rubber |
waste now landfilled.

Priority 25 0 Tires are not a priority

Material material per the 1996
program cbjectives.

Diversion 10 3 This project proposed to

Impact divert 620 tons of tires.
Since the tonnage is less
than 1,000 tons per vear,
three points are awarded.

Support 10 0 Highest priority is given

Hierarchy to reuse. This is not a
reuse project.

Leverage 5 3 Total project costs are

Other $782,375. RMDZ funds of.

Funds $350,000 represent 45% of
the total project costs.

TOTAL 100 56
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C. Coast Converters, Inc., a California corporation
RMDZ: Los Angeles
Loan Amount Recquested: ) $623,000 -

Use of Funds: Purchase Building,Acquisition of Machinery,
equipment, and leasehold improvements

Plastics Current Projected Total “
Increase
Tons Diverted 300 400 700
Annually
Jobs Created 205 20 - 225
Priority Ranking Score: 83/100
Project: '

Applicant has requested funds for the acquisition of a three-
layer extruder, eight-color printing machine, and corresponding
leasehold improvements. This equipment will allow the company to
use post-consumer recycled-content resin in the plastic bags it
manufactures and realize greater profit margins.

Company:

Coast Converters, Inc. was established in 1964 to custom
manufacture low, medium, and high density polyethylene bags, and
blow molded polypropylene bags. From its centrally located
facilicy near downtown Los Angeles, it operates around the clock,
seven days a week, 365 days a year. Coast Converters offers up
to eight-color, off-line printing, with six color capability in
both in-line and off-line configurations. Rounding out its full
service capabilities is its stock bag division, which produces
plastic bags in standard sizes.

In March, 1994, Coast Converters was purchased by its employees
through an Employee Stock Ownership Plan (ESOP). The former
owners of the company were of retirement age and sold their
ownership interests. The current company ownership is 56% ESOP,
23% Leonard Greif, President, and 21% Mitchell Greif, Vice
President. Both Leonard Greif and Mitchell Greif are actively
involved in the day to day management of the company. Before
becoming an owner, Mitchell was formerly a national sales manager
with the company. Additionally, one of the former owners has
been retained by the company as a-consultant.

Product:
The company manufactures and imprints custom plastic bags for
food service, industrial and health care companies mainly within

the western United States. It operates its own extruder lines,
printer, and converter. Some of the specialty products it
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produces include: header bags, wicketed bags, perforated rolls,

poly envelopes, and Lock-it*"-adhesive reclosable bags. Coast

Converters also offers complete packaging consultation and design

with computer-aided production processes and expert personnel.

Wich the acguisition of the three-layer extruder, Coast

Converters will have the capability to utilize recycled-content .i
resin in the middle layer of a three layer plastic bag for the

food service industry.

Regulatory Compliance:

The applicant has certified that the project is in compliance
with all local, state, and federal laws, regulations,
requirements and rules, including the California Environmental
Quality Act found in Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.
According to staff of Permitting and Enforcement Division, this
particular project is not currently affected by the California
Integrated Waste Management Board permitting requirements.




PRIORITY RANKING WORKSEEET

CRITERIA MAXIMUM POINTS SCORING JUSTIFICATION
POINTS AWARDED
AVAILABLE
Increase 50 50 This project will
Market . directly result in a net

Demand _ increase in demand since
| the company will purchase
‘ an additional 400 tons of

recycle-content resin.

Priority 25 25 High density plastic is a
Material priority materials per
Objective #2 of the 1996
program objectives. Full
points are awarded.

Diversion 10 6 This project proposed to
Impact divert 400 tons of mixed
' plastics. Since the
tonnage is between 301
and 3,000 tons per year,
6 points are awarded.

Support 10 0 Highest priority is given

Hierarchy to reuse. This is not a
reuse project.

Leverage 5 2 Total project costs are

Other $1,246,337. RMDZ funds

Funds of $623,000 represent 50%
of the total project
cCosts.

TOTAL 100 83
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 26, 1997

AGENDA ITEM A1

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF A NEW SbLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT FOR
THE TULARE COUNTY RECYCLING COMPLEX, TULARE COUNTY

I. COMMITTEE ACTION

This item was prepared prior to the Permitting and Enforcement
Committee meeting scheduled for March.

II. BACKGROUND
Facili F

Name :

Facility Type:

Location:
Proposed Area:
Setting:

Proposed
Daily Capacity:

Design Capacity:

Operational
Status:

Proposed

Waste Type:

Owner/
Operator:

Tulare County Recycling Complex
Facility No. 54-AA-0027 .

Material Recovery facility, Large Volume
Transfer Station

26951 Road 140, Visalia

5.57 acres

Zoned AE-40 (Exclusive Agricultural—éo acre minimum)

1,200 tons of throughput per operating day
(TPD)

1,200 TPD
Currently operating as a recycling center
(SWFP not regquired)

Mixed municipal, construction/demolition,
industrial, green waste

Ron Bevers, Gabe Pena
Co-Owners Tulare County Recycling
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LEA: Lawrence A. Dwoskin
Deputy Health Services.Director
Tulare County Department of Health Services

Propoged Project

The proposal is to obtain a Solid Waste Facility Permit which
will allow the Tulare County Recycling Complex to commence large
volume transfer station and material recovery operations.

III. SUMMARY:

History The Tulare County Recycling Complex has been servicing
the city of Visalia and surrounding environs as a recycling
facility since November 1995. The facility currently receives
only source separated materials.

Project Description The Tulare County Recycling Complex is
designed to accept and process 1,200 TPD of various waste types.

The facility consists of an office building, employee break room,
rest rooms, scale house, MRF operations building (which houses
two elevated sort lines and a bailer), a‘buy-back center,
collection and storage areas, and a transfer operations area.

Vehicles entering the facility will include trucks loaded with
mixed municipal solid waste, transfer trucks, recyclable material
trucks, curbside wehicles, and self-haul vehicles. All trucks
will enter the facility and weigh-in at the scale. The scale
house attendant will direct vehicle operators to their assigned
location within the facility to discharge their material.

Materials unloaded onto the tipping floor can be fed to either
the residential co-mingled material line or commercial material
line. The wastes travel via conveyor belt system into the MRF
building for processing. There are three different lines for
processing: a residential co-mingled line, the commercial line,
and the center line that feeds directly into the baler. '

Clean loads are pushed to the center conveyor belt. Material such
as, cardboard, glass, metal, woods, plastics, newspaper, office
paper and mixed paper are hand picked by belt line sorters and
thrown into separated bunkers located below the workers’
platform. Non-recoverable waste material shall be removed (with-
in 48 hours) by transfer trucks to a county landfill.
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Environmental Control The Report of Station Information (RSI)
submitted for this site has adequately described and prescribed
environmental contrel measures that will minimize the effects of
nuisance, dust, vectors and birds, drainage, litter, noise, odor,
lighting, fire, and traffic. The RSI also describes station
security, housekeeping, and hazardous waste screening in a manner
that if applied as described will meet State Minimum Standards.

Resource Recovery According to the RSI, an 80% recovery rate
will be achieved by sorting all loads of commercial waste,
curbside recyclables, co-mingled material, baling source-
separated loads of newspaper, high grade paper, cardboard,
sorting recyclables from C&D debris, and transferring green yard
waste and wood to off-site composting opérations. )

IV. ANALYSIS
R . £ . ir] ] Solid Facili p .

‘'Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board has

60 calendar days to concur with or object to the issuance of a
Sclid Waste Facility Permit. Since the proposed permit for this
facility was received on February 26, 1997, the last day the
Board may act is April 27, 1997.

The LEA has submitted a proposed permit to the Board. Staff have
reviewed the proposed permit and supporting documentation and
have found the permit to be acceptable for the Board's
consideration of concurrence. 1In making this determination the
following items were considered:

ccept- Not To Be Not  [See Details
54.AA-0027 able Accept- | Deter- Applic- |in Agenda

. able - | mined able item

CIWMP Conformance (PRC 50001) o v

CoSWMP Conformance (PRC 50000) v

General Plan Conformance v

(PRC 50000.5)

Consistency With State Minimum v

Standards

California Environmental Quality Act v v

2
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1ifornia Envi ] 14 : \

State Law requires the preparation and certification/adoption of
an environmental document whenever a project requires
discretionary approval by a public agency. The Tulare County
Planning Commission prepared a Negative Declaration (ND), State
Clearing House (SCH) #96092064, to analyze the effects of
expanding waste types and volume and transfer station and
material recovery operations that are proposed to operate in
conjunction with the existing recycling operation. The ND
determined that changes resulting from this project will not have
a significant adverse environmental effect. Board staff reviewed
the ND and provided comments to the County on October 24, 1996.

The Tulare County Planning Commission approved the project on
October 24, 1996, and filed a Notice of Determination with the
County Clerk on November 8, 199¢.

After reviewing the environmental documentation for this project,
Board staff have determined that CEQA has been complied with, and
the ND is acceptable for the Board's use in evaluating the
proposed project.

V. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Because a new Scolid Waste Facility Permit has been proposed, the
Board must either object to or concur with the issuance of the
permit as submitted by the LEA.

Staff recommend that the Board adopt Permit Decision No. 97-92
concurring with the issuance of Solid Waste Facility Permit No.
54-AR-0027.

VI. ATTACHMENTS

Location Map

Site Map

Permit No. 54-AA-0027
Permit Decision No. 97-92

LI VU N I 2

B
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VII. APPROVALS

Prepared By: Texry Smith 7 Phone: 255-4174

- q\o\’]
. ¢ R
Reviewed By: Cody Begleyv/Don Diext) Phone: 255-4165

=

Approved By: Dqrothy Rice é ' Z;; (2 2 Phone: 255-2431]

Legal Review: //@qumw J | Date/Time:a//b/q 7
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

L PP Attachment

TulueCmy Recycling Complex
S4-AA00Z7
.:m&mmorrm 3. Name snd Mailing Addresy of Operazor: | 4. Name and Mailing Address of Qwaer:
Counry Recydmg Compiex Tulare County Recycling Complex Ron Bevens Gabe Pem
26951 Rd. 140 26951 Rd. 140 32031 Rd. 144 12843 Ave, 416
Vislis Visatia, CA 93277 Vialia. CA 93277 Orosi. CA 93547
5. Specifications:
1 Permitted Operations: {1 Compost Pacility (mixed waste) []1 Processing Facility

[]1 Compos Facility (yard wase)
{] Landfill Disposal Site
[x] Material Recovery Fadlity

[x] Transfer Station
[] Transformasion Facility

b. Permitted Hours of Operation: Mon. - Sun. 24 Hre. A Day - Closed Chrisrmas Day
and New Years Day
¢. Permitted Tons per Operating Day: Toual: 1,200 - Maximum Tons/Day
Non-Harzardous - Gencral - . N.A. Tons/Day
Non-Hazardous - Sludge N.A. Tons/Day
Non-Harardous - Recyclables N.A. Tons/Day
Non-Hanrdous - Other N.A. Tons/Day
Designared N.A. Toayv/Day
Harardous N.A. Tons/Day
d. Permitted Trafflc Volume: Toml: 129 Vehiclew/Day
Inceming wase vehicles . 123 Vehicles/Day
Outgoing wast vehicles (for disposal) 1 Vehicles/Day
I Ourgoing material from material recovery operagons 5 Vehicles/Day
e. Design Parameter Toul Disposal Transfer M.RF. Compost Transformation
Permied Area (acres) 5.57 N.A. N.A. 3.5 N/A N/A
' Design Capacity {Tons/Day) N.A. N.A 200 N/A N/A
| Max. Bievaion (Fe MSLy NA. >
| Max. Depth (Fe. BGS) Deps NA. R
| Estmared Closure Dare N.A.
| -
|
' 6. Approval: 7. Eaforcement Agency Name and Address:
Tulare Co. Environmenml Health
Approving Officer Signamre Co. Civic Center
Vialia CA 93291
e A, Dwoski Health Services Ditector T
Name/Tide
8. Received by CTWMB: em s - 9. CTWMB Concurrence Date:
- FEd 2 ¢ 199;
10. Permit Review Due Date: 1. Permit lssued Date:
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Facility/Permit Number:

SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT | i couny secrcting Comoten

54-AA-0027
12. Legal Description of Facility: APN: I
Sec. 16, 7.195, R.2SE. M.D.B. & M. ) 126-150-14 .

13. Findings:
a. This permit is consistent with the Tulare County Solid Waste Management Plan. P.R.C., Section 50000(al4.
b. This permit is consistent with standards adopted by the Califomia Integrated Waste Management Board [(CIWMB). P.R.C., Section 44010.

¢. The design and operation of the facility is in compliance with the 5State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal as determined by the
Tulare County LEA during the physical inspection of October 13, 1996,

d. The Tulare County Fire Department has determined the fac_:ility is in conformance with applicabie fire standards as required in P.R.C_, Section 44151,
e. A County-wide integrated Waste mManagement Plan has not been approved by the CIWMB.

f. The Tulare County Planning and Development Depanment has made a determination that the facility is consistent with and meets in the Tulare County
General Plan: P.R.C., Section 50000.5(a).

8. The TulareCounty Planning and Development Depanment has made a determination that surmounding land use is compatible with the facility operation as
required in P.R.C., Section 50000.5(b).

" h. The Tulae Counry Planning and Development Depanrment, acting as the lead agency, has filed a negative declaration with the state clearinghouse,
Document # 96092064, pursuant to the C.E.Q.A. guidelines, Section 15070.

14. Prohibitions:
The perminee is pronibited from accepting the following items: :
Hot Ashes . Untreated medica! Waste . Crease
Dead Animals Whole Tires Buming Waste
Sewage Sludge Septic Tank Pumpings Asbestos
Hazardous Wasie Designated Waste

15. The following documents also describe and/or restrict the operations of this facility:

- Date Date
[x] R.D.S.LL Jan - 1997 [x] Special Use Permit
[x} Negative Declaration . D o 1998 #94-017 Seot - 1994
[x] Amenged Qc - 1994 Amended Sepy - 1996

AR



SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

FADMIYIF T o i

S4-AA0GZT
16. Seil Monitaring:
. Results of all self-monitoring programs, as deseribed in the R.S.L, will be reported as follows:
Program Reporting Frequency Agency Reported To
A. Volmue/Wt. Records: ' Moathty LEA.
Mepenmrmumzﬂmmhmmof
B. Ummlow As Requested LEA
All nmusual occurreoces such as fires,
explosions, aceidents, haz. wase discoveries,
e, shall be recorded in 2 permanem log.
C. Traffic Monhly L.E.A.

Resuls ofmevehiclcmmnimringpmmmn
thall be submired.
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Facility/Permit Number:

Tulare County Recycling Complex
S4-AA-OO2T

SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

T. LEA Canditions:
A. This facility shall comply with all appiiczble federal. sate, and local requirements for Transfer Sadons and Marerial Recovery Facilides.
B. This xcility stall comply with all applicable Sate Minimum Standands for Salid Wase Haodling,

C. The operator shall make copies of all inspection repores and permits issued by wis and other r:guhmry.uemics available for review by site personnel and
authorized representagves of all responsible agencies during normal office hours.

D. Any addicionai informarion the LEA deems necessary w permit and inspect this facilicy shall be provided by the operator.
E. mwrmﬂmheummemﬁﬁmmdmmm.
F. Unusual ocourrences such as fires, aecidents, injuries, explosions. umisual discharges of wasie, et2.. shall be recorded in 2 permanent log.

G. Ths operaor shall norify the LEA, in writng, of any proposed changes in the facility operation. Any significans change would require 2 revision of this
permit.

H. The operaror shail norify the L.E.A. af least 30 days prior © closure of the faciity.
1. Site access shall be granmd for the purpose of i.uspecdon-widmutpﬂor nodficzdon by he L.LE.A. or the C.LW.M.B.

J. The L.E.A. reserves the right © suspend of modify waste receiving operatons when dectned necessary due (o an emergency, imminent heaith hazard, or
the creation of 4 public puisanee.

K. Mawrial swekpiled on site shall be stored and mainnined in 2 manner © prevent nuisances. veswor harborage, odors. or off-site migradon of liner.
L. This MRF must recover for reuse or recyeling at least 15% of the toml volume of marerial received by the faciliny.

M, The L.E.A. reserves the right to require the operaror o provide more stringent dust conmol measures if the proposed dust conmol measures prove

ipadequate.

ms




Attachment 4

California Integrated Waste Management Board
Permit Decision No. 97-52 '
March 26, 1997

WHEREAS, the Tulare County Recycling Complex has been in
operation and servicing the city of Visalia and surrounding
environs as a recycling facility since November 1995; and

WHEREAS, the operator of the Tulare County Retycling
Complex, has submitted to the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA),
Tulare County Department of Health Services, Environmental Health
Services Division, an application for a new Solid Waste Facility
Permit (SWFP) to allow the recycling facility to begin operating
as a material recovery facility and a large volume transfer
station; and

WHEREAS, the LEA has submitted to the Board for its review
and concurrence with or objection to the issuance of a new SWFP
for the Tulare County Recycling Complex; and

WHEREAS, the Tulare County Planning Commission, acting as
lead agency for the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA}
review, prepared a Negative Declaration (ND)}, State Clearinghouse
(SCH) #96092064, that analyzed the potential adverse effects of
the project on the environment and determined that this project
will not have a significant effect on the environment; and

WHEREAS, the ND was considered and approved by the Lead
Agency on October 24, 1996, and a Notice of Determination was
filed with the County Clerk on November 8, 1996; and

WHEREAS, Board staff have determined that CEQA has been
complied with, and the ND is acceptable for the Board's use in
evaluating the proposed project; and

WHEREAS, the LEA and Board staff have evaluated the proposed

permit and supporting documentation for consistency with
standards adopted by the Board and have determined that the

WMk




facility's design and proposed operations are consistent with .
. State Minimum Standards; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that all applicable state and local
requirements for the proposed permit have been met, including
conformance with the Tulare County Solid.Waste Management Plan,
consistency with the Tulare County General Plan, and compliance
with CEQA. '

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California
Integrated Waste Management Board concurs with the issuance of
Sclid Waste Facility Permit No. 54-AA-0027.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on March 26, 1997.

Dated:

Ralph_E.”Chandler
Executive Director
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 26, 1997

AGENDA ITEM o8

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF A REVISED SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT
FOR THE WEST MIRAMAR LANDFILL, SAN DIEGO COUNTY

I. COMMITTEE ACTION

At the time this item was prepared, the Permitting and
Enforcement Committee had not met to make a decision on this
item.. New information has been made available to Staff’s
analysis and therefore some minor changes are reflected in this
item by stxrikeeut and underline for up-to-date information.

II. BACKGROUND

Facility Facts

Name:

Facility type:

Location:

Area:

Setting:

Permitted Daily
Capacity:

Proposed Daily
Capacity:

Operational
Status:

Waste Type:
Volumetric

Capacity:

Owner:

West Miramar Landfill
Facility No. 37-AA-0020

Class III Landfill

5801 Convoy Street
San Diege, California

807 acres, of which 470 acres are for
disposal

Federal land, designated as a military base.
3,600 tons per day
8,000 tons per day; 1,400,000 tons per year

Active, permitted

Municipal Solid Waste

As of June 1995, the remaining capacity was
estimated to be 44.0 million cubic yards

United States of America
Department of the Navy

e



Board Meeting ' Agenda Item A9
March 26, 1957 Page 2

Operator: City of San Diego:
Environmental Services Department
Refuse Disposal Division
Mr. Robert J. Ferrier, Deputy Director

LEA: Mr. Daniel J. Avera, Director

County of San Diego, Department
of Environmental Health

Proposed Proiect

The revision of the permit would allow the operator to
incorporate the following changes:

] Installation of a liner

. Increase in tonnage from 3,600 TPD to 8,000 TPD with an
average of 1,400,000 tons per year

n Reflect the current site access road off Convoy Street

{(previous access Mercury Street)

Implementation of a Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program
"Implementation of recycling programs: buy back center;
green waste; dry wood; .and porcelain

Operation of a fleet staging area

Operation cof an aggregate recovery operation

Develop a separate public tipping area

Installation of a flare station

III. SUMMARY

Site History the West Miramar Landfill (WML) is located within
the City of San Diego on the southwestern porticn of the Naval
Air Station {NAS) Miramar. The landfill site is located within
an 807 acre parcel of federally owned property of which
approximately 470 acres has been designed for refuse fill. The
City of San Diego, Environmental Services Department operates the
landfill under a lease from the United States Government through
the Department of the Navy.

Landfill operations at NAS Miramar have occurred in three
separate and geologically discreet areas known as: South Miramar
landfill area, North Miramar landfill area and West Miramar
landfill area. Refuse Disposal operations initially began in 1959
in the South Miramar landfill area and ceased operations in 1973.
The landfill operations at the North Miramar landfill area were
conducted from 1973 through 1983. Landfilling at the WML began
in 1983 and is currently ongoing.

?ﬁq



Board Meeting Agenda Item 38
March 26, 1897 Page 3

The San Diego County, Department of Environmental Health (LEA)
issued the current permit to the West Miramar Landfill in 1982.
State inspections indicated that significant changes had occurred
at the site. As a result, in 1996 the operator (City of San
Diego, Environmental Services Department) submitted an
application for a permit revision.

Proposed Project The WML consists of two phases: Phase 1
(closed) and Phase II (active). Phase II of the WML is being
developed in accordance with a master site development plan which
is comprised of seven individual refuse cells referred to as
modules. These modules are designated 1, 2/3, and A through E.
Refuse disposal operations are currently being conducted in
Module 2/3 of Phase II.

The WML is located north of State Route (SR) 52 between
Interstate Highways 805 and 15. Specifically, access to the site
is gained from Convoy Street, off SR-52, via a paved two lane
road. The WML is located within a military base which is
relatively undeveloped and buffered from off-site residential
areas. The land surrounding the WML is currently used primarily
for park/open space, aircraft operations and
industrial/commercial uses.

The majority of refuse accepted at the WML comes from the City of
San Diego with smaller amounts from surrounding communities. The
majority of waste is delivered to the site by commercial refuse
vehicles (e.g. transfer trailers, packers) with the remainder of
the waste stream delivered by private vehicles.

Wastes received at the WML consist of municipal solid waste. The
entrance facility is located along a main access. The access
road widens to six lanes at the entrance facility where three fee
booths handle four scales (three for in-bound traffic and one for
weighing back-bound traffic).

Upon acceptance of waste for disposal at the scalehouse, vehicles
are directed by the scalehouse operator to the working face of
the landfill. Signs are posted along the internal haul roads to
guide customers to the designated unloading areas. Both
commercial and private vehicles are directed to the working face
but to separate tipping areas to reduce safety problems for
customers, to better handle unlcocading and load checking
activities and to expedite unloading for the commercial haulers.
The daily working face is approximately 200 feet wide which is
sufficient to accommodate unloading of waste during an operating
day. The commercial unloading area is generally maintained at
the toe of the working face so that wastes can be immediately
spread and compacted. Smaller private vehicles are directed to a
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separate unloading area located away from the commercial vehicle
unloading area which is generally located at the top of the
working face.

The administrative office and operations center consists of
several large mobile trailers grouped together and located along
the southeastern edge of the Phase I area of the WML. The site
has four on-site recycling programs consisting of a buy-

back recycling center located just inside the Convoy Street
entrance. The greens and dry wood waste, and porcelain recycling
areas are located on the deck area of Phase I.

An aggregate recovery operation also known as the rock extraction
program is located along Phase II of the site. The program is
run by a private contractor who excavates earthen materials from
the various modules of the Phase II area. All material passing a
half-inch screen is made available to the operator for landfill
cover. The remaining material is processed by the contractor
into construction material for use off-site.

Environmental Controls At the time this item was prepared,

aspects - of the RDSI were still being analyzed to determine if .e
this facility would be able to comply with State Minimum ‘
Standards, if operated as described.

_IV.  ANALYSIS

Requirements for Concurrence with the Solid Waste Facility Permit
Pursuant to the Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board
has 60 days to concur in or object to the issuance of a proposed
solid waste facility permit. Since the proposed permit was
received on February 14, 1997, the last day the Board may act is
April 11, 1997.

The LEA has submitted a proposed permit to the Board. At the
time this item was prepared, there were certain elements that
needed verification. The following matrix illustrates the
pending issues and those that have been determined to be
adequate: T
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37-AA-0020 Accept- 't Unaccept- | To Be] Not |See Details
able able Deter-{1 Appli- | in Agenda
mined | cable Item
CIWMP Conformance (PRC 50001) X

CoSWMP Conformance (PRC 50000}

General Plan Cenformance (PRC 50000.5)
Consistency With State Minimum Standards
California Environmental Quality Act
Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance Plan
Funding for Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance
Operating Liability

K] xpx]Xx

| ] x| X

In addition, staff offer the followinq_ghalvsis:
1. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA

Federal and state law requires the preparation and
certification of environmental documents which analyze

potential impacts angd identify mitigation measures which
e will alleviate or reduce environmental impacts associated

with a_ proposed project. The U.S. Department of the Navy
and the City of San Diego, acting as lLead Agency, prepared a
Program Environmental Impact Statement/Report and the City

prepared several Negative Declarationgs for the proposed
changes in the Solid Wagte Facility Permit. Documenta;ion

supporting the changes jg listed below:

A. Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement/Report for
the Miramar General Development Plan/Fiesta Island
Replacement Project/Northern Sludge Processing

Facility/West Miramar Landfill Phase II and Overload
Disposal (SCHf# 94044014). The federal action (NEPA

involves the allowance of the modification of the
existing easement. The local actions (CEQA} allow the

following:

Household Hazardous Waste Transfer Station
Relocation of an Existing Recycling Center
Vehicle Booth and Fee Booth Modifications
Installation of Siltation Basins
Revegetation Nursery

Sludge Pxocessing Facility
Modification of Fue ipelines, other pipelij and
utilities :
' Access Road
. Transfer and Materials Recover Facility, Relocation of
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188

c.

D.

Green Waste/Wood Recycling operation and Composting
Operation :

Since a federal action was involved with the proiect, a
Record of Decision was published. The City Council
adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations in
accordance with Public Resources Code section 21081
subsection (b) and filed a Notice of Determination.
The Statement of Overriding Congiderations (Attachment
4) includes a Finding stating that additional
environmental analysig for planning and engineering of
future project-specific phases of the General
Development Plan would be necessary; that approval of
the General Development Plan establishes a framework
for a _comprehensive program_ for integrated waste

management:; and finds that public benefits are
associated with specific elements of the nera

Development Plan.

Mitigated Negative Declarations for Installation and
Operation of a Landfill Gas Collection System and Flare

Station for North Miramar Sanitary Landfill (no SCH#),
and for West Miramar Phase T Landfill (SCH 5061018

Phase II (SCHY# 96011064) South Miramar Landfill (SCH#
$543101008) . .

Negative Declaration for West Miramar Landfill Phase I1I
Liner/ Module_A §§CH #950931051)

Negative Declaration for Buy-back Center, Green Waste

and Dry Waste Recycling programs (SCH #96021056}, as
well as the following:

Aggregate extraction program
Digsposal of 100,000 tons per vear of treated sewage

sludge, screenings and grit

Increase in tonnage from 3,600 to 8,000 tpd [{inclusive
of sludge, screenings and grit)

Increase landfill capacity of phase II area of the
landfill .

Extend the closure date to 2011.

The City adopted the documents and approved the projects and

filed Notices of Determinations. After reviewing the
documentation, staff finds that the EIS/FEIR and the Negative

Declaratjons are appropriate for the Board's consideration.
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V. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Because a revised Sclid Waste Facility Permit has been proposed,
the Board must either concur with or object to the issuance of the
permit as submitted by the LEA.

At the time this item was prepared, the following aspects needed
verification: conformance with Public Resources Code (PRC)
Sections 50000 and 50000.5; adequacy of the Report of Disposal
Site Information, and consistency with State Minimum Standards.
Staff will present a recommendation at the Permitting and
Enforcement Committee Meeting.

VI. ATTACHMENTS

1. Location Map
2. Site Plan
3. Proposed Permit .
4. Statement of Overriding Considerations
./
Prepared by: Amallg_Fernanez ; Phone:_255-3301
k3l 5 40
Reviewed by:_Suzanne Hagg?étcgﬁ7 Don Die 91V¥hone: 255-2453
l".1 .
Approved by:_Dorothy Rice 7/ .f{rQL,/ Phone:_255-3124

Legal Review: /@xa{zj@m Date/Time: 3// 5/? 7
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

Attachment 3

37-AA-0020

2. Name and Street Address of Facility:

West Miramar Sanitary Landfill
5801 Convoy Street
San Diego, CA 92111

3, Name and Mailing Address of Operator:

City Of San Diego

Environmental Services Department
Refusc Disposal Division

9601 Ridgchaven Court

San Diego, CA 92123-1636

4. Name and Address of Owner:

United States Of America
Department Of The Navy
MCAS MIRAMAR

45249 Miramar Way

San Diego, CA 92145-5196

5. Specifications:

a. Permitted Operation:

Total Permitted Site
Permitted Disposal Area
Remaining Capacity
Max. Height (MSL)
Max. Excavation (MSL)
Estimated Closure Date

b. Permitted Hours of Operation : (See Condition a. of Section 17)

¢. Maximnm Permitted Tonnage: (See Condition b. of Section 17)

d. Maximum Permitted Traffic Volume: (See Condition: ¢. of Section 17)

1,400,000 Tons/year
8,000 Tons/day

1400 VeﬁdaDay

"¢. Key Design Parameters (Detailed parameters are shown on site plans bearing LEA and CTWMB validations):

807 Acres

470 Acres
35,200,000 Cubic Yards

470 Feet

237 PFeet
November 2011

This permit is solely granted to the operator named above. The attached permit findings and conditions are integral parts
of this permit and supersede the conditions of any previously issued solid waste facility permit.

FER 1 4 un

6. Approval: 7. Enforcement Agency Name and Address:
| San Diego County
Approving Officer Signature Department of Environmental Health
DANIEL J. AVERA, Director P.O. Box 85261 -
Name/Title San Diego, CA 92186-5261
8.  Reccived by CIWMB: 9. CIWMB Concumrence Date:

10, Permit Review Due Date:

11. Penmit Issued Date:

LA
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT Fadility/Permit Nuber:
37-AA-0020

12. Legal Desaiption of Facility:

$801 Convoy Strect, San Diego, Ca 92111

Township 15 South, Range 3 West, Scctlons 22, 23, & 24, San Bernardino Base and Meridian (see GROUND
LEASE between the City of San Diego and the United States of America, acting by and through the Department of
the Navy, dated August 17, 1995)

4

13, Fqumgs

a)  This facility is a solid waste landfill identified and described on pages [M1-21 and IT1-22 of the County Solid Wastc
Management Plan (CoSWMP) dated 1986, (Public Resources Code § 50000(a)(1)).

b}  This permit is consistent with standards adopted by the California Imegmtod Waste Management Board (CIWMB),
(Public Resources Code § 44010).

¢) The LEA has determined that the design and operation of the facility is in compliance with the State Minimum
Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal, based on a review of the April 1996 Report of Facility Information
and an inspection of the facility conducted on January 30, 1997.

d) The following authorized agent has made a detummanan that the facllny is cons:stml wnh. and designated i, the
' applicable General Plan: Nick : :
Code § 50000.5(a)).

¢) The following local governing body has made a written finding that the surrounding land use is compatible with the

facility operation, as required in Public Resources Code § 50000. S(b) The Planging Commission of the City of San
Dicgo.

f) The LEA has reviewed and considered the information contained in the negative declaration (DEP # 95-0272)
prepared by the City of San Diego and dated June 5, 1996, including the environmental effects of issuing this revised
solid waste facility permit, and finds that there are no significant unmitigable environmental effects arising from the

- issuance of the solid waste facility permit The LEA has further filed a Notice of Determination with the Coumy
Clerk dated February 13, 1997, on this revised Solid Waste Facility Permit -

14, Prohibitions;
The permittee is prohibited from accepting any liquid waste that is less than 50% solid by wcxght. designated waste, or
hazardous waste unless such waste is specifically listed below, and unless the acceptance of such waste is authorized by all
applicable permits.

Sewage sludge may be accepted as specified in conditions contained in the Waste Discharge Requirements

15. In addition to the terms of this SWFP, the following documents describe the operation of this facility

) Date : Date
Report of Facility Information 04-96 Conditional Use Permit # 10-632-0 07-81
Preliminary Closure/Post Closure Plan 09-96 Waste Discharge Requirement Order # 87-54 0687
Closure Financial Responsibility Document ~ 09:96 Air PoTlution Control District Permits:
Variance Petition #3047

Lease Agrecments - Owner and Operator 08:33 Permit to Construct/Operate #950804

4SS
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT Facility/Permit Number: 37-AA-0020

16. Self Monitoring:

Results of all self-monitoring programs will be reported as follows:

Program Reporting Frequency ﬁgmgLReponedT‘o_
TONNAGE RECORDS: QUARTERLY LEA

The operator shall maintain, and keep
current, all records used to determine daily | (See Conditions b, & d. of Section 17)
tonnage.

TRAFFIC RECORDS: QUARTERLY LEA
The operator shall maintain, and keep
current, a record of all vehicles hauling | (See Conditions ¢. & d. of Section 17)
solid waste 10 the facility.

REMAINING CAPACITY: ' ANNUALLY LEA
The operator shall prepare and submit
;;pon regarding remaining capacity at the

e .

17. LEA Conditions:

8) Without prior written or verbal approval from the LEA to allow otharwise, waste méy be accepted only during the hours described
in the most axrent RFL

b) Maximum permitted tonnage per year is based on any consecutive 12-month period. At the time of inspection, compliance
with this condition will be evaluated based en the 12-month period prior to the inspection date. Tonnage records for the
previous 12-month period shail be provided for inspection by the LEA at the conclusion of any inspection or upon request:
during normal business hours.

¢) Maximum permitted traffic volume is based on the number of vehicles hanling waste to the facility. Vehicle traffic records
for the previous 12-month period shall be provided for inspection by the LEA at the conclusion of amy inspection or upon
request during normal business hours,

d) Tonnage and traffic records shall be submitted to the LEA by mail on a quarterly basis andsunnnarizedonaformpmvided.
by the LEA for that purpose. The reporting periods and the due dates are: January through March, May 1; April through
June, August 1; July through September, November 1; and October through December, February 1.

¢) The operator shall submit to unannounced inspections during permitted hours of operation. Such mspections may ocamr
before the start of or after the end of waste deposition activities.

f) The operator shall maintain a compiete copy of this SWFP, Report of Facility Information and State Mininmm Standards for
Solid Waste Disposal Sites at the site at all times.

g No signiﬁwmchangeindwignoropuaﬁonofthisfacﬂhyshallbetakmwiﬂlompﬁorappliaﬁontomdappruvalbythe
LEA.

h) Additional information related to mmplhncewiﬂxﬂnspamnormfommonmnmmgthedmgnandopaaﬁmoﬂhk'
facility shall be furnished to LEA upon request

) TheSWFPismbjeamrcvicwbytheLEAandmaybemmded.revokedormdiﬁedatmyﬁmformﬂidunme. ?.E;q
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ATTACHMENT 4

: STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
FOR THE MIRAMAR LANDFILL GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND
FIESTA ISLAND REPLACEMENT PROJECT/NORTHERN SLUDGE PROCESSING
FACILITY & WEST MIRAMAR LANDFILL PHASE II: OVERBURDEN DISPOSAL

The decision-makers, having reviewed and considered the information coprsined in the Final
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement/Master Environmental Impact Report (PEIS/MEIR),
and having reviewed and considered the public record, find that the following considerations support
approval of the project despite any significant impact identified in the Final PEIS/MEIR and make the
following Statement of Overriding Considerationa.

Miramar Landfill General Development Plon (GDP) - Phases 11 and 111

No overriding considerations are aecessary for the GDP-Phase 1 elements (i.e., Household Hazardous
Waste Transfer Station, Relocation of the Existing Recycling Center, Vehicle Maintenance Facility
Modification, Pee Booth Modification, Installation of Landfill Siltation Basins, and Revegetation
Nursery Area) because no unmitigable significant impacts are sxpected 10 otcur from these projects.

The following overriding considerations apply to the projects anticipated for Phases 11 and 1 of the
GDP (i.e., Materials Recovery Facility, Environmental Complex, Public Transfer Station (Tipping
Deck), Relocation of Greens/Wood Waste Recycling Facility, Cogeneration Plant, snd Paper Pulp
Processing Plane) in light of the unmitigated significant impacts which are ideatified in the praceding
Findings. [t is important to note thar impacts for Phase 11 and 11T elements are considered within the
Findings t0 be significant largely becauss the level of planning for these future projects is sdll i a
conceprual stage and specific mitigation measures cannot yet be determined (e.g., without knowing
how a potental impact will be mitigated, it is not possible to conglude that it will be mitigated 10 2
level fess than significant). The City of San Diego finds the potentislly sigmificant impacts of the
GDP-Phase II and [II elements to be acceptable based on the following:

® . The fumre, more detailed planning and engineering for Phase It and 11l lements
will be accompanied by additional entvironmental analysis which will reassess the
significance of potential impacts in light of specific mitigation measures determined
at thar tme,

& Approval of the GDP inclusive of the Phase 11 and Il elaments will establish the
framewotk for 2 comprehensive program for integrated waste management. The
Phase 11 and T elements are key components in supporting GDP objectives related
10 collocating waste management faciiities and schieving associsted efficiencies (i.e.,
cost efficiencies, convenience to the residents and commercial users, reduced 1wwaffic,

air quality and energy consumption impacts, etc.).

¢ In addition to supporting the overall objectives of the GDP, the following public
benefits are associated with specific elements of Phases I and III of the GDP:

- Moeeting the requirements of AB 039, which established mandatory wasts
diversion goals of 25 percent by the year 1995 and 50 percent by the year
2000, would be assisied with the development of the Maerials Recovery
Facility.

ATB/14030003 FIN 47
o August 31, 1994
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. The Environmental Complex proposed to be located ousite will provide foc
more cost-cfiective and efficient rescarch efforts in conjunction with-the
peardy waste management facilites.

- The Cogenerstion Plant is proposed to be located onsite to capture and use
landfill-produced methane gas which wouki result in energy savings and po
longer be wasted by buming off in flares. Additiopally, this improved
efficiency in using methane gas would also avoud the negative air quality
impacts associated with landfill flares.

- The Paper Pulp Processing Plant will provide for the recycling/reprocessing
of about 70,000 tons of waste paper per year which would otherwlse have to
be disposed of in a landfill, The resuluant public benefit of the PPPP would
inciude bath energy and respurce conservation and extendsd landfill life,

- The Househokd Hazardous Waste Transfer Station will provide an alternative
10 household hazardous waste coliection events and wil] reduce the risk of
hazardous wastes being disposed of in the landfiil,

- The Public Tipping Deck will separate the public from heavy equipment at the
landfill, therefore reducing the potential risk of injury to the public.

The following overriding considerations apply to the unmitigsble air quality and visual impacts of tha
FIRF/NSPF:

¢ Development of the FIRP/NSPF at the proposed project site provides for a feasible
and timely replacement of the existing Fiesta Istand Sludge Air-Drying Beds and,
relatedly, provides for consistency with the Mission Bey Master Plan by converting
the existing use w0 park use.

®  Developmemt of the FIRP/NSPF st the proposed project site serves as a strategic
element in the City’s comprehensive upgrading of the Metro System. The location
and design of the FIRP/NSPF at NAS Miramar effictently and effectively serves the
sludge management needs of both the Poipt Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant and
the North Clty Water Reclamation Plant.

®  Deveiopment of the FIRP/NSPF at the proposed project site supports and improves
efficiencies in the City's overall waste managemem program by collocating
lf'IRPINSPF and other complementary waste management technologies.

®  Development of the FIRP/NSPF at the proposed project site is considered to be
environmentally sensitive and regponsive 10 the conciusions and recommendations
of the numerous environmental stodies related o the siting of such a facility. The
propoged project represents the culmination of over 6 years of siting studies, public
and agency ioput, and environmerzal analyses wtuch copsidered cumerous
aliernative sites and configurations,

S18/140%0003 FIN . 48
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West Mi Langfill Overburden Di | (WMLOD) - Project Level
The following overriding consideration applies to the unmitigable air quality and visual impacis
associated with WMLOD:

SIB/N 4030003 FIN
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The current project proposal which feanires onsite mounding and use of an efectric
coaveyor system is considered to be the most environmentally sensitive option for
the requisite disposal of overburden. The subject overburden would be from an
existing approved project which is essential to meeting the City's waste management
ness (¢.g., excavation for the West Miramar Landfill), and must be disposed of in
some manner, Other optons for the overburden disposal which were evaluated
within the PEIS/MEIR, such as offsite disposal or onsite mounding using scraper
transport instead of 2 conveyor system, were found 0 have greater impacts than
those of the current proposa). Implementstion of these other options would also
have umnitigable and likely greater significant impacts than those of the current
propossl,

49 .
August 31, 1954
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

. Board Meeting

March 26, 1997
AGENDA ITEM 3Q
ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF A NEW SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT FOR
THE MESQUITE REGIONAL LANDFILL, IMPERIAL COUNTY
I. COMMITTEE ACTION
At the time this item was prepared, the Permitting and
Enforcement Committee had not met to make a decision on this
item, New information has been submitted to the project history
and some minor changes are reflected in this item by underline

for up-to-date information.

II. BACKGROUND

Facility Facts

Name: . Mesquite Regional Landfill,
Facility No. 13-AAR-0026
Facility type: Class III Landfill
e; Location: 6502 East Highway 78

Brawley, California

Area: 4,250 acres, of which 2,290 acres'are to be
used for disposal.

Setting: The site is located in a sparsely populated
desert area in eastern Imperial County. The
Land Use Element of the Imperial County
General Plan has designated the proposed
landfill site and rail spur Right-of-Way as
"Recreational" and these areas are zoned "S-
Open Space." The active Mesquite Mine and
Ore Processing Facility is located adjacent
to and on a portion of the proposed landfill.
The closest population centers are Brawley
and Palo Verde, located about 35 miles to the
west and northeast, respectively. The
Chocolate Mountains Aerial Gunnery Range is
located approximately two miles to the north
of the landfill site and is used for military
aircraft testing and training.

Permitted
Daily Capacity: The estimated daily MSW volumes will be 4,000
r. tons per day for year one of operations,
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increasing up to 20,000 tons per day after
year seven. .

Operational .
Status: Planned, proposed for a 100-year operational
lifespan
Waste Type: Municipal Solid Waste
Volumetric : .
Capacity: 970 million cubic yards (approximately 600
million tons)
Owner: _ Gold Fields Mining Corporation
Gold Fields Mining Company
Mr. Robert T. Filler, General Manager
Operator: Arid Operations Incorporated
Mr. Robert T. Filler, General Manager
LEA: Mr. Thomas L. Wolf, Director

County of Imperial, Department of
Health Services, Division of
Environmental Health

Proposed Project

The proposed Mesquite Regional Landfill would accept municipal
solid waste (MSW) from counties in Southern California (Imperial,
Los Angeles, Ventura, Orange, San Diego, San Bernardino and -
Riverside). The waste is to be transported to the landfill by
rail and would initially come from the Los Angeles area. The
estimated daily MSW tonnages will be 4,000 tons per day for year
one, increasing up to 20,000 tons per day after year seven of
operation. The proposed permit would allow the operator to
accept up to 20,000 tons per day for approximately 100 years with
a total capacity of approximately 600 million tons.

III. SUMMARY

Project History The proposed Mesquite Regional Landfill would
provide an optlon for urban southern California communities to
dispose of MSW in a regional landfill. The Mesquite Regional
Landfill has been designed to provide environmentally safe
landfill capacity for southern California communities and to
reduce the need to site additional landfills in urban areas.

204
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The Mesquite Regional Landfill project was first proposed in
1991. An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) were prepared for the Mesquite
Regional Landfill to satisfy the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). The preparation of the EIS was necessary
since portions of the land for the proposed project were owned by
the United States Department of Interior, Bureau of Land
Management (BLM). The Gold Fields Mining Corporation and the BLM
entered into a land exchange which was necessary for the
proponent to acquire BLM’s land for additional property for the
project.

A draft combined Report of Disposal Site Information (RDSI) and
Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) was submitted to the CIWMB, LEA
and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in November
of 1993. Over the next two years, staff of the CIWMB, LEA and
RWQCB attended joint technical meetings with the proponents of
the project to discuss various aspects of the project’s design
and operation.

The following is a chronology and status of the CEQA, Waste
Discharge Requirements, and land exchange that have occurred this
far in the project:

Chronology and Status of CEQA Process

September 6, 1985 Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)
certified and project approved by an
unanimous vote of the Imperial County
Board of Supervisors.

October 6, 1995 Petition and complaint filed by Sierra
Club et. al. in California Superior
Court to invalidate Board (Imperial
County Supervisors) CEQA certification
and permit approvals.

May 20, 21, 1996 The Court hears oral arguments on merits
of petition and issues minute orders for
. Imperial County to clarify FEIR in
certain limited respects.

September 24, 1996 The Imperial County Board of Supervisors
holds hearing and approves an addendum
to clarify the FEIR in accordance with
Court’'s minute orders.

08
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December 31, 1996 The Court enters final judgement
effective as of July 18, 1996 directing
County to clarify FEIR in certain
limited respects and issues preemptory
writ of mandate {(and thereby directing
County to seek Court’'s approval of
September Board action). The Court did
not invalidate the CEQA certification or
any permits (note: the final judgement
only dealt with issues raised in the May
and July hearings, and deferred review

- of subsequent September actions by the
County until the County seeks
confirmation of the September
clarifications through a discharge of
writ).

A Court hearing on the motion requesting
discharge of writ is scheduled for April
14, 1997.

Current Status: At the April 14, 1997 hearing, the County will

seek discharge of the writ {(i.e. approval of the County’s

September actions). No injunction or similar relief was granted .
by the Court although it is understood by the parties and the

Court that no physical disturbance will occur until the writ is
discharged.

Chronology of Record of Decision Approval and Appeal

February 14, 1996 The Record of Decision approving land
exchange and railroad spur right-of-way
signed by the BLM.

April 15, 1996 The Sierra Club. and cother plaintiffs
initiate an appeal and file notices of
appeal and petitions to stay the right-
of-way with the Interior Board of Land
Appeals (IBLA).

May 1, 1996 Sierra Club and others initiate protests
and file protests of the land exchange
with the IBLA).

July 3, 1996 IBLA dismisses the petition to stay the
right -of-way decision.

M ®
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November 14, 1986 IBLA dismisses the petition to stay the
land exchange decision and affirms the
Record of Decision.

November 25, 1986 Plaintiffs file complaint for injunctive
and declaratory relief in United States
District Court.

January 30, 1997 Federal Court dismisses motion for
preliminary injunction on plaintiffs’
lack of standing and dismisses complaint
"with prejudice" (which prohibits
plaintiffs from refiling a complaint on
the same issues).

January 31, 1997 Bureau of Land Management and Gold
Fields Corporation exchange land.

Status: Appeal dismissed. Gold Fields Corporation is the owner
of all lands required for the Mesquite Regional Landfill.

February 28, 1997 "Sierra Club, and others filed notice (of
appeal of final judgement refusing their
regquest for injunction) to the United

States Court of BAppeals for the Ninth

Chronology of Adoption of WDRs and Appeal

November 2%, 1995 California Regional Water Quality
: : Control Board (Colorado River Basin
Region)} approves Waste Discharge
Requirements.

December 29, 1995 Desert Citizens Against Pollution and
others appeal decision.

RApril 22, 1996 State Water Resources Control Board
dismisses. petition for lack of
supporting documentation.

Status: Appeal dismissed.
Project Description The Mesquite Regional Landfill will be
operated under permits issued to Arid Operations Inc., identified

as the operator. Arid Operations Inc., is a wholly-owned
subsidiary of Gold Fields Mining Co. (Gold Fields). The owner of

Qn
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" the land is the Gold Fields Mining Corporation. 1In addition,
Western Waste (subsidiary of USA Waste) and SP Environmental
Systems are partners in the proposed project.

The Mesquite Regional Landfill is located in an unpopulated
desert area in eastern Imperial County. Climate of the region is
arid, receiving an average annual precipitation of approximately
four inches in the vicinity of the site.

The nearest permanent residences are at the Boardman and Glamis
Beach Ranch Store areas, located 3 and 3.5 miles, respectively,
southwest of the proposed landfill. These facilities serve
visitors to the Imperial Sand Dunes Recreational Area located
approximately five miles to the west of the site. Lands
surrounding the site are occasionally used for rock hounding,
camping, recreational vehicle use, target shooting, and hunting.
The active and adjacent mine {Mesquite Mine and Ore Processing
Faczllty) is expected to close within 10 to 15 years with actual
mining of ore to be completed in approximately five years.

Access to the landfill will occur by road and by rail The site

is accessed via Highway 78 to the Mesguite Mine access road.

The landfill and the mine will share the beginning portion of the e
road for employee access, deliveries of equipment and supplies, '
etc., for the first several years of landfill operations. To

provide vehicular entry to the site during the life of the

facility, the existing mine access road will be rerouted when

.site development reaches a point where it conflicts with the

existing road alignment. Rail access to the site will be

provided during initial site development and will occur via a

rail spur that will be constructed between the site and the

existing Southern Pacifi¢ Railway line located approximately four

miles to the west of the site. :

The landfill site encompasses 4,250 acres overall, with the
proposed landfill footprint covering 2,290 acres. The site would
receive an average of up to 20,000 tons of MSW per day (TPD) over
an anticipated life of about 100 years. ® Total waste capacity of
the landfill will be about 970 million cubic yards (approximately
600 million tons). -

The site will not be open to the general public. Imperial County
MSW may be delivered to the site by truck if the county decides
in the future to include the regional landfill as part of its MSW
disposal plans.

The railhaul concept is based on transporting MSW to the landfill
by train. Each train will carry 160 containers. Each container
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will be approximately 40 feet long and will have a capacity of
approximately 25 tons of MSW. Loading and unloading of the
containers from trains will occur at the intermodal facility on
site. The following chart represents the traffic volume of
trains and tonnage:

Years of Operation Trains/Day MSW (TPD)
1 1 4,000
2 2 8,000
3-6 3 12,000
7 4 16,000
Remaining Years 5 20,000

These are daily rates based on a two-week average. Actual daily
volumes may vary by up to one train per day depending on rail or
other uncontrollable delays. Also, the rate of increase of daily:
MSW volumes may vary from the above chart based on landfill space
and market conditions.

The Mesquite Regional Landfill disposal system design
incorporates weighing of MSW at the transfer stations prior to
transport to the landfill. A computerized information management
system will be used to keep track of the MSW containers as they
leave the transfer stations and travel to the landfill. The
computerized system will provide quick access to transfer station
weighing of net container weight (i.e. MSW weight}, gross
container weight, loading/unloading times, and location.
Containers will be logged when they arrive on site using the
computerized system to assure that only MSW residue containers
which have been scheduled for delivery at the landfill are
accepted.

Unloading of containers from trains will occur at the intermodal
facility. There, containers will be lifted from the trains by
forklift or crane and transferred onto tractor-trucks and bogies
(empty trailer chassis) for transport to tippers at the landfill
working faces.

The intermodal facility will consist of a series of unloading,
runarcund and tail tracks for train traffic control; short
segments of set-out track for temporary parking of train cars or
engines; cranes for unloading MSW containers and loading empty
containers; and required support facilities. Preliminary
engineering for initial operations are based on having two
unloading tracks, one runaround track and one tail track. For
the maximum MSW disposal rate of 20,000 TPD, additional tracks

R
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would be added. The actual arrangement of the intermodal may be
varied to suit operational requirements as final design
activities are completed. Except possibly for initial, low
capacity operations, areas between unloading. tracks and the
adjacent shops and locading areas would be paved with asphalt or
concrete paved to support cranes, trucks and other equipment.
Construction of intermodal facilities will be phased to
accommodate increasing needs as the rate of MSW disposal
increases.

MSW containers will be washed every sixth trip (or at a frequency
determined in consultation with the LEA) to the Mesquite Regional
Landfill to prevent excessive soiling of the containers. Washing
of containers will occur at the water reclamation facility, which
is part of the project. Washing of containers will use hot
pressurized water jets. Water will be pumped to the washing
stations at about 150° F and 500 psi. The outside of the
containers will be washed by multiple stationary sprays. For the
inside of the containers, moving sprays will be automated, or set
inside the container manually and then activated. A water
reclamation facility will be provided to reduce water
consumption. It is expected that the water reclamation facility
will allow recycling of about 60 percent of the container wash
water. The water reclamation facility will be utilized to
recycle water, landfill gas (LFG) condensate, and leachate, if
any were to occur.

- The administration complex will include offices, meeting rooms,
work areas, maintenance buildings, employee break areas and
sanitary facilities to accommodate employee needs. The
administration building will also include a viewing/presentation
area that could be used for visits to the landfill by community
groups and other scheduled visitors.

FACILITY DESIGN:

The proposed Mesquite Regional Landfill will be an area fill with
a footprint of 2,290 acres. The landfill will .be constructed in
segments of approximately 50 acres each. At final build out, the
proposed landfill will rise 375 to.475 feet above the surrounding
terrain to a maximum elevation of 1140 feet above sea level. The
facility is designed to meet or exceed existing State and Federal
design requirements for Class III disposal facilities.

Many of the proposed environmental control systems, such as the
liner, leachate collection and recovery system,. and ground water
and landfill gas monitoring systems, will be installed in phases
as the landfill is constructed. The landfill gas collection

W @



Board Meeting Agenda item R
March 26, 1997 o Page 9

system will also be constructed as the landfill lifts are
completed. In addition, the exterior slopes of the landfill are
designed so that the final cover will be placed as the landfill
is constructed, and closure of the top deck porticns of the
landfill will occur in a phased manner over the life ¢f the
landfill. g

Some elements of the proposed design are unusual or unique to the
Mesquite Regional Landfill including the incorporation of rinsed
ore residues in the construction of the landfill, the engineered
alternative cover proposed for the side slopes, the onsite water
treatment facility, and the horizontal landfill gas collection
system. These elements are necessary or practical because of the
location and/or scale of the proposed facility and will be
described below.

‘Material Sources: Much of the earthen material to be used in the
landfill construction will come from overburden and rinsed ore
residues from the adjacent gold mining operations. Overburden is
barren (non-ore) rock and soil that is excavated during the
mining operation. The Mesguite gold mine recovers gold by a
cyanide heap leaching process. After recovery of the gold, the
ore residues are detoxified and rinsed. Several of the heap
leach pads are within the proposed landfill footprint and, as the
heap leaching operation is phased out and the ore residues are
detoxified, the ore residues will be incorporated into the
landfill as daily, intermediate, or final cover as landfill
construction advances. Coarse materials. from the overburden
piles will be used in the protective layer of the final cover.
Clay for the construction of the landfill liner will be mined
from sources at the adjacent gold mine. This material has been
used in the past to line the heap leach extraction pads at the
mine,

Liner Design: The site will have a three-component composite
base liner consisting of a lower flexible membrane liner (FML),
a 1-foot thick compacted clay layer with a permeability of

1 X 10°° cm/sec or less, and an upper FML.

Leachate Collection and Recovery System: A leachate collection
and recovery system (LCRS} consisting of a l-foot layer of gravel
and perforated leachate collection pipes will be placed above the
liner. The LCRS for each segment of the landfill will drain to a
collection sump at the outside toe of the landfill. Each segment
will have its own piping system to allow for independent
measurement and monitoring. The LCRS has been designed to
accommodate twice the anticipated volume of leachate. A
secondary LCRS will be constructed beneath the primary LCRS at

Al




Board Meeting . Agenda Item 0
March 26, 1997 Page 10

the low points of the first two cells. The inclusion of this
element in future cells will be evaluated by the regulatory
agencies at the five-year permit review. Any leachate collected
will be treated at an onsite water treatment facility prior to
reuse at the facility.

Final Cover Degign: Two final cover designs are proposed for the
Mesquite Regional Landfill. The proposed configuration of the
final cover in the top deck areas consists of a two foot
foundation layer of compacted overburden or ore residue, an FML,
and a minimum of two feet of soil as a protective layer. The top
6 to 12 inches of this layer will be coarse rock to act as an
erosion resistant layer. The proposed side slope final cover
design represents an engineered alternative to the current State
prescriptive standards. The proposed design incorporates
compacted so0il berms that will be constructed as the landfill
expands laterally and vertically. These berms will be
approximately 62 feet wide at the bottom of the berm and 12 feet
wide at the top of the berm. The minimum thickness of soil over
the side slope areas will be approximately seven feet. The
construction of these berms under appropriate quality control
measures would constitute final closure of the side slope areas
of the landfill minimizing the area of the landfill to be closed
when waste acceptance ceases at some future time. Board staff e
have reviewed the proposed alternative final cover design and
have found it to be acceptable.

_Fipal Grading/Slope Stability: The overall slopes of the

proposed landfill will vary from 3.5:1 (horizontal to vertical) -— -~ -~ -
to 5.5:1. Benches will be constructed at 50 foot vertical

“intervals for access to the LFG collection system and as part of

the drainage controls. The top deck area of the landfill will be
constructed at 3% to 20% grades and will be contoured in a

rolling configuration to improve the site aesthetics at closure.

The static and dynamic stability of the proposed design were
analyzed by the proponent. The stability analyses were reviewed
by Board staff and, at the request of Board staff, were reviewed
by Department of Water Resources (DWR} staff through the Board’'s
interagency agreement with DWR. The reviews indicated that
stability of the proposed design is adeguate. Results of this
review were also supplied to the RWQCB for use in their review of
the ROWD.

Drainage Design: Drainage for the proposed landfill will be
integrated with the existing drainage for the adjacent mine. The
facility drainage has been designed to accommodate. the flows
generated by the 100-year, 24-hour storm event (3.0 inches). The
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mean annual precipitation at the site is approximately four
inches. Run-on will be routed around the facility through the
perimeter drainage channels and discharged to the desert washes.
Run-off from the landfill (water which has not come in contact
with waste) will be conveyed by a series of V-ditches and
downdrains to the perimeter drainage channels and discharged to
the existing natural drainage courses. Run-off from the paved
portions of the intermodal area will be routed through an
oil/water separator designed to collect the flrst 0.10 inch of
the run-off.

Landfill Gas Collection and Monitoring Systems: The landfill gas
collection system will be installed with each segment of the

landfill. Horizontal LFG collectors will be installed in gravel
filled trenches in the waste as the landfill is constructed. The
LFG collectors will be placed at 50-foot vertical {approximately
every five lifts) and 250-foot horizontal spacings. Each layer
of collectors will be offset with respect to the rows above and
below so that the maximum horizontal spacing is approximately 125
feet. The bottom row of collectors will be more closely spaced
(20 feet above the liner and 125-foot horizontal spacing) to
increase the gas extraction ability at the base of each segment.
The horizontal LFG collectors will be connected to a series of
collection headers at the surface of the landfill to convey the
gas to the destruction facility. Destruction of the collected
LFG in a flare is proposed for the first several years of
landfill operations. The flare station will initially be
constructed with two large capacity flares (one as a backup) and
additional flare capacity will be added as LFG generation rates
increase. As the landfill operations proceed, and LFG generation
rates increase to a level that could adeguately support an energy
recovery facility, such a facility will be considered. Approvals
and permits for such a facility will be obtained prior to
construction. After an energy recovery facility is constructed,
the flare station will be maintained as a backup to be used
during maintenance of the energy recovery facility. Perimeter
LFG monitoring probes will be installed as the landfill segments
are constructed.

Onsite Water Reclamation_and Treatment Facjility: Due to the

large scale and remote location of the proposed landfill
operation, an onsite water reclamation and treatment facility is
proposed. During the early years of the proposed operation, a
smaller prefabricated "package" plant is expected to be
satisfactory. For operation at the maximum disposal rate, a
larger facility designed specifically for this project will be
constructed. The water treatment and reclamation facility will
be used to treat or reclaim water from container washing,
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leachate (if any), and LFG condensate. The proponent anticipates
that this facility will allow approximately 60% of the water used
in container washing activities to be reclaimed for reuse.
Approximately 40 percent will be lost to evaporation, either
directly or as bleed from the reclamation system to aveoid a
buildup of dissolved solids.

Ground Water Monitoring System: The ground water monitoring
network will be installed as landfill segments are constructed.
The proposed ground water monitoring network and monitoring plan
are incorporated in the Waste Discharge Requirements (Order No.
95-100) which were adopted by the Colorado River Basin Regional
Water Quality Control Board on November 29, 1995.

PACILITY OPERATIONS

Municipal solid waste will be emptied from the transfer
containers at the landfill working face, spread on the working
tace by dozers into layers approximately two feet thick, and then
compacted. The advancing working face will be covered by six
inches of compacted cover at least once daily to keep the exposed
open face as small as practical. Working faces (up to five
working faces could be in operation when the landfill is
operating at full capacity) will be kept to the minimum size
practical for safe operation, normally less than about one-third
acre each. It is anticipated that at least two working faces
will be in operation during initial and regular landfill
operations. Each tipper will be located at a separate working
face far enough apart to avoid congestion due to heavy equipment
traffic. The tipper pad will be sized. to accommodate the trucks
and trailers maintained in the onsite equipment fleet, and trucks
that may deliver MSW from the Imperial County area if local
municipalities utilize the landfill in their waste management
plans. Any MSW containers transported to the site by truck would
report directly to a working face. Municipal solid waste will be
unloaded adjacent to the working face, and then pushed up the
working face and compacted. The working face will be maintained
with a low slope angle to facilitate compaction and safe
operation.

The MSW will be compacted at the working face by multiple passes
of a landfill compactor. The face will pormally be maintained at
an angle of about 6H:1V. The maximum working slope will be
3H:1V. The target compaction for the MSW residue is 1,200
pounds/cubic yard. The landfill will be developed in
approximately 10-foot thick "lifts" of compacted MSW residue.

At the end of each day, the compacted portion of the lift that
has been filled and covered with soil over the past 24 hours
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constitutes a "cell."

Daily cover will consist of at least 6 inches of overburden or
ore residue from the Mesquite Mine. The overburden and ore
residue is well graded and has a relatively low permeability when
compacted. The material will be hauled from the mine, dumped
into windrows, moisture-conditioned as necessary, and spread in a
layer about 9-inches thick (uncompacted). It will be compacted
by two or three equipment passes.

For initial operations at an MSW disposal rate of 4,000 TPD, the
hours of operations will consist of a six-day work week (Monday
through Saturday} with a single 8-hour shift, beginning in the
early morning (e.g. 6:00 a.m.). As the rate of MSW disposal
increases, additional shifts will be added until 24-hour
operations are reached.

Approximately 86 people could be employed for routine operations
during the initial activities and 268 people could be employed
when the landfill is operating at its full capacity.

Resource Recovery Under usual circumstances, recyclable
materials that are removed from the waste stream at transfer
stations/MRFs are stored at these locations, while the transfer
station/MRFs operator finds buyers for the various recycled
commodities., It is anticipated that from time to time the market
for certain recyclable commodities will experience a slowdown,
making immediate sale difficult. As a service to the transfer
station/MRFs operators the Mesquite Regional Landfill will
provide short-term storage space for recycled materials.

The recycled materials will be transported from the transfer
stations/MRFs to the landfill in containers that are similar to
those that would be used for MSW residue, except that they would
be specially tagged to identify the contents as recyclable
materials to be stored, not landfilled. Up to 600,000 tons of
recyclable materials will be stored at the landfill at any time.

Environmental Controils The operator intends to utilize strict
operating practices to avoid creating any nuisance. The open
space setting of the facility will facilitate this objective.
Environmental controls associated with fire, dust, wvectors,
birds, litter, noise, and odors have been addressed in the RDSI.
The RDSI also describes the site'’s hazardous waste screening
program, which, if applied as described, will meet State Minimum
Standards. Environmental control measures for impacts from
potential problems are addressed in the RDSI and described below:

Ws
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Fire Control Site facilities will be designed and operated in
accordance with standard safe practices, National Fire Protection
Association standards, and local fire codes to minimize the
potential for fires to occur. Water-supplied fire hydrants will
be provided in the intermodal and operations facilities area.
The hydrants will be supplied by an on-site 600,000-gallon water
tank, and a series of pumps and sensors to maintain pressure
throughout the system. Portable fire extinguishers will be
included in every enclosed structure, site vehicles and heavy
equipment. Additional fire protection for areas away from the
intermodal and operations facilities will be provided by water
trucks and available earth-moving equipment.

Dust Control The operator anticipates problems with dust to be
minimal since all of the auxiliary areas of the landfill will be
asphalt or concrete (i.e. roads, intermodal facility,
administration building, etc.). Parking and laydown areas
adjacent to the intermodal facility that are not paved will be
treated with a surfactant to control dust generation. Fugitive
dust emissions from paved roads will be controlled by -
constructing two lane roads with wide paved shoulders,
constructing an apron at the transition between the paved and
unpaved roads, and preventing traffic on unpaved areas next to
the roads. 1In addition to these design features, a street
cleaning program will be implemented consisting of flushing the
paved roads with water once or twice weekly. Fugitive dust
emissions from the operations areas of the working face and the
cover borrow areas would be controlled using a combined strategy
of limiting the area of operations and by using traditional dust-" ~~
suppression techniques such as area watering.

Vector and Bird Control The potential for vectors (insects and
rodents) and birds is expected to be minimal because of the
naturally arid conditions in the site area. The lack of water
and sparseness of vegetation limits the numbers of animals or
insects that occur in the vicinity of the site. The prompt
compaction of MSW residue emptied from closed containers and the
placement of daily cover are the primary methods of minimizing
the attractiveness of the landfill to vectors and birds. The
aeration evaporation and settling ponds at the onsite water
reclamation facility are not expected to provide an environment
that could facilitate propagation of vectors. If found to be
necessary, biodegradable larvae control compounds could be
periodically added to the ponds. If attraction of birds becomes
a problem at the ponds, netting will be provided over the pond
surfaces. 1In addition to these measures, perimeter fencing is
designed tight to the ground to inhibit wildlife access from the
surrounding desert.

W
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Litter Control The operator does not anticipate litter to be a
problem since salvaging of paper or other MSW residue will not
take place at the landfill. All MSW residue will arrive at the
site in closed containers, and containers will remain closed
until transported to the working face. The primary source of
potential litter will be the working face area. The potential
for wind to blow materials will be reduced by:

[ Compacting MSW at the working face promptly after it is
emptied from containers;

n Developing the landfill operating surface at several levels
so that operations can be conducted at lower, more sheltered
levels on windy days;

[ Providing portable litter fences adjacent to the face if
shelter from the landfill configuration cannot be achieved;

[ Minimizing the time between MSW placement and daily ‘cover
placement so that MSW would be exposed to wind for shorter
periods of time ( i.e. during periods of high wind, soil
cover could be applied more often than once per day to
control litter); and

. Daily 'litter cleanup patrols by landfill personnel.

Noise Control Noise levels at the landfill would be similar to
those occurring at the adjacent Mesquite Mine. Due to the remote
location and the site being closed to the public, the primary
potential health concern related to noise would be exposure of
employees, visitors, and commercial haulers (if any) transporting
waste to the site. Noise from trains at the intermodal area will
be within levels allowable by federal regulations. Onsite
vehicles and equipment will utilize appropriate noise suppression
equipment such as mufflers. Maintenance to vehicles and
equipment will occur regularly to prevent mechanical malfunctions
that could result in excessive noise. Hearing protection
equipment in accordance with OSHA regulatlons will be provided to
employees and visitors. .

Odor Control The operator will control odors by conducting the
following:

] MSW residue will be compacted at the working face promptly
following unloading from the enclosed MSW containers;

[ A minimum of six inches of cover material will be placed

W
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over the compacted MSW residue daily, or more frequently if
needed to control odor, blowing trash, or other potential
nuisances;

u Leachate, if any, will be collected by the LCRS and
maintained in closed piping, containers or tanks until
treated at the onsite water treatment plant;

. Empty MSW containers will be washed at the container wash
facility every sixth trip to the landfill. Containers would
also be washed prior to maintenance or onsite storade;

] Carbon filters will be stored in the operations area which
will be placed over vents on the MSW residue containers to
control odors.in the event that the containers are required
to be delayed in the intermodal area (prior to transport for
disposal at the active working face) for more that 24 hours;

= Effluent from container washing will be piped to the water
. treatment plant and maintained in an enclosed tank until
treated;
L] LFG emissions from the landfill will be controlled by the
LFG extraction system; and e

u LFG condensate will be maintained within an enclosed system
until treated at the onsite water reclamation facility.

Hazardous Waste Screening Prbgrah N - ‘ S -

Removal of hazardous materials from the Mesquite Regional
Landfill waste stream will occur during:

| Waste screening at the transfer stations and at the landfill
when waste is unloaded at the working faces.

The Mesquite Regional Landfill design provides that MSW
containers would be unloaded at the landfill working face using a
tipper. ©Normally, the tipper is operated by the tractor driver,
however, for the Mesquite Regional.Landfill, a special tipper
would be used. This tipper would have a full-time operator in a
cab situated so the operator would observe the waste as the MSW
container is emptied and as the landfill equipment places the
waste (during the time that another container is being positioned
on the tipper). The tipper operator would observe the MSW for
suspicious material. All other working face equipment operators
will also receive training in the identification of hazardous
materials. In the event the tipper operator or other persocnnel

0 @
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spot suspect material, operations would cease to allow for the
safe on-the-ground inspection, and if necessary, removal of the
suspect material. :

IV. ANALYSIS

Requirements for Concurrence with the Solid Waste Facility Permit
Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 4400%, the Board has
60 calendar days to concur in or object to the issuance of a
Solid Waste Facility Permit. Since the proposed permit for this
facility was received on_February 6, 1997, the last day the Board

may act isqifi;i_4' 1997.
The LEA has submitteéd a proposed permit fo the Board. Staff have

reviewed the proposed permit and supporting documentation. The
fellowing chart summarizes Board‘s staff analysis:

13-AA-0026 Accept- | Unaccept- | To Be| Not |See Details
able able Deter-| Appli- 1 in Agenda
' mined | cable ftem
CIWMP Conformance (PRC 50001) X
e CoSWMP -Conformance (PRC 50000)

General Plan Conformance (PRC 50000.5)
Consistency With State Minimum Standards
Califomia Environmental Quality Act
Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance Plan
Funding for Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance
Operating Liability

P A R A R Rl A B

HIx] XX

In addition, Board staff offer the followingldetailed analysis:

1. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA} '

Federal and state laws require the preparation and
certification of an environmental document. The United
States Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management and
the County of Imperial acting as Lead Agencies, prepared an
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/EIR) for construction and operation of the proposed
Mesquite Regional Landfill Project.

Federal actions in accordance with NEPA
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA)
1. Federal land exchange of 1,750 acres; and

® o
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2. Right-of-way approval to allow construction of a 4 to 5
mile rail spur between the proposed site and the
existing Southern Pacific Railroad tracks.

Local actions in accordance with CEQA

1. Conditional Use Permit
2. General Plan Amendment
3. Zoning Change

On September 6, 1995, the Final EIS/EIR was certified and
the project approved by the County Board of Supervisors.

The County Board of Supervisors approved the General Plan
Amendment, Change of Zone, Conditional Use Permit and
Development Agreement, and adopted a Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding
Considerations in accordance with Public Resources Code
Section 21081. The EIS/EIR identified impacts that cannot
be mitigated, which include significant visual impacts,
cumulatively significant air quality impacts, cumulatively
significant traffic impacts, and a localized cumulative
increase in risk train/vehicle-related mortality to state or
federally protected species. Staff have determined that the
areas impacted are not within the authority or
responsibility of the Board. A Statement of Overriding e
Considerations, adopted in accordance with Public Resources
Code section 21081 subdivision (b),. identifies these
impacts, and is included as Attachment 5. Staff have
determined that the Statement of Overrldlng Con51derat10ns
meets the requirements of PRC 21081.

On October 6, 1995, a petition and complaint was filed by
project opponents in California Superior Court to invalidate
the Board of Supervisor's CEQA certification and permit
approvals. The Court found that several areas of the
EIS/EIR required clarification. An Addendum was prepared
which clarified the Project Description, the No Action
Alternative and the discussion of the Environmental Setting
with respect to critical habitat for the desert tortoise.
The Court did not invalidate the CEQA certification or any
permits.

A Record of Decision approving the land exchange and
railroad spur right-of-way was signed off by Bureau of Land
Management on February 14, 1996. An appeal and protest was
filed by project opponents in March 1996, and was dismissed
by Federal Court on January 30, 1997, On January 31, 1997,
BLM and Geld Fields Mining Corporation exchanged the land.
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After reviewing the environmental documentation, staff finds
that the EIS/EIR and its Addendum is appropriate for the
Board’s consideration.

Closure/Postclosure Maintenance Plans and Financial
Mechanism Requirements

Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section
18268 requires Closure and Postclosure Maintenance Plans for
landfills. The required preliminary plans for the Mesquite
Regional Landfill were deemed complete by the Board's
Cleosure and Remediation Branch on March 7, 1996.

Staff of the Board’'s Financial Assurances Section have
reviewed the financial assurance demonstration for this
facility and found it to be adequate. Based on this .
documentation, Board staff have determined that the Trust
Agreement established by Arid Operations Inc., meets the
requirements of Title 14, California Code of Regulations,
Division 7, Chapter 5, Article 3.5, Section 18285.

Operating Liabilit

Arid Operations Inc., has demonstrated operating liability
coverage for the Mesquite Regional Landfill as part of the
Operating Liability Insurance Regquirement. The submitted
documentation meets the requirements of Title 14, CCR,
Division 7, Chapter S5, Article 3.3, Section 18236 and has
been deemed acceptable by staff of the Board’s Financial
Assurances Section.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Because a new Solid Waste Facility Permit has been proposed, the
Board must either concur or object to the proposed permit as
submitted by the LEA.

Staff recommend that the Board adopt Permit Decision No. 97-89
concurring in the issuance of new Solid Waste Facility Permit

No.

13-AR-0026.

A\
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VI. ATTACHMENTS

1. Location Map

2. Site Map

3. Intermodal Facilities Layout

4, Proposed Permit

5. Statement of Overriding Considerations

6. Permit Decision No. 97-889

Prepared by: Amalla Fernand Phone _255-3301

Reviewed by: Suzg;ne ambleton / Don D1;;?:)£ hone:_255-2453

Approved by:_Dorothy Rice -/ ,ﬁ? g Phone:

Legal Review: /kiZI;4¢é;¥;;T%Q4/r~

W%

4y,

—255-2431

Date/Time:;ZQjLLZL?”
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Page 1
SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT T Fackiy ot Number
2. Name and Street Address of Facility: | 3. Name and Malling Address of Operator; | 4. Name and Mailing Address of
Landowner.
Mesquile Regional Landfill Asd Operallons, Inc.
8502 East Highway 78 444 South Bth Street, Suite B-1 Gold Fields Mining Corporation &
Brawley, California 92227 E! Centre, Califomia 92243 Gold Fields Mining Company
. Telephone: (619)337-5552 14062 Denver West Parkway
General Manager: Robenr Filler Golden, Cotorado 80401-3122
5. Specifications:
8. Permitted Operations [] composting Facility (mixed wastes) ] Processing Facility
{T7] composting Facility (yard Waste) [] Transfer Station
[X] Lendiitt Disposal Site ] Transformation Facility
[ ] Material Recovery Facility [ other.
b. Permitted hours of operation Up to 24 hours a day.'7 days a week.
¢. Pemmitted Tons per Operating Day: Peak & Average Tetal: (Refer to Condition 17(q))
Non-Hazardous - General
Non-Hazardous - Sludge (seo Section 14 of Permit)
Non-Hazardous - Separated or Commingled Recyclables Temporary storage of up to 600,000 Tons
Non-Hazardous - Other {See Section 14 of Permif) N/A Tons/Day
Designated {See Section 14 of Permit) N/A Tons/Day
Hazardous (See Section 14 of Permit) _ N/A Tons/Day
d. Permitted Traffic Volume: Truck Traffic/Day* Train Traflic/Day
Peak: 50 Peak: & (Refer to Condilion 17(q)
Incoming waste materials 50+ Average Total:
Outgoing waste materials (for disposal) _ N/A N/A
Outgoing materials from material recovery operations N/A N/A
“These Wials do not inchude up to BOO Wuckeay of MSW delivaries which could ooour for 8 lemporary pencd i the svent of interruption of rad service. .
#mmmvwmmumwrmmm;
e. Key Design Parameters | Total Disposal Transfer “MFR Composting Transformation - -
Permitted Area 4.250ac 2,290ac N/A N/A NIA N/A
Design Capacity 970 mil cy . ' N/A

Max. Elevation (ft. MSL)
Max. Depth {Ft. BGS)
Estimated Closure Date

Upon a significant change in design or operation from that described herein, this permil is subjec! to revocation or suspension.
The attached permit findings and conditions are integral parts of this permit.

6. Approval: 7. Local Enforcement Agency Name and
: Address:
“.-e Department of Health Services, Division
Approving Officer Signature of Environmental Health Services
Court House
Thomas L. Wolf, Manager, Division Environmental Heatth Services 939 Wesl Main Street
Name/Title Et Centro, California 92243
8. Received by Califomia Integrated Waste Management 9, CIWMB Concurrence Date:
Board (CIWMB). e g 6 4 .
10. Permit Review Due Date: 11. Permit Issued Date:

o
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT Facy/Parmmi Narber

13-AA-0028

12. Legal Description of ?Edltty {Slte Map Attached).

T13S,, R18E., 5.8.8B.M., imperial County, Californla
- Seclion 7: Lot 7,Lot 8, SE 1/4, E 1/2 SW 1/4
Section 8: s12
Section 15: Lol 2,Lot3, tot4, Lot 5, Lot 6, Lot 10, Lot 11, Lot 12
Sectlon 18; All
Seclion 17; All
Sectlon 18: All )
Seclion 18: NE 1/4,E 172 NW 1/4 NE 14 SW1/4, N1/2SE 1/4, Lot 1, 1012, Lot 3, Lot 5, Lot 6, Lot 7, Lot 8
Section 20; N12 N172SW1/4, Lot1, Lot2, Lot 3, Lot 4, Lots
Seclion 21: Lot3,Lot5 Lot8

Tract 38:

Entire portion north of the State Highway 78 right-of-way

According to the United States Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Managerﬁenl Re-surveying Plats dated May
15, 1986 and August 18, 1893.

13. Findings:
a. This permit has been approved by all of the cities in imperial County which contaln a majority of the population
and the County of Imperial, In lleu of a County-wide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP). Public
Resources Cods, Section 50000{a)(3).
b. This permit is consistent with standards adopted by the CIWMB, P_ublic Resources Code, Section 44010.
c. The LEA has determined that the proposed design of th'e facility would aflow for facility operations in compliance
with the State Minimum Standards, based upon review of the Report of Disposal Site Information.
d. The Impenrial ccmnty' fire protection authorities have determined that the facility is in conformance with
applicable fire standards as required in Public Resources Code, Section 44151.
e. A Notice of Delermination for the Mesquile Regional Lendfill Final Environmental Impact Report
(EIR}/Environmental impact Statement (EIS) dated June 1895 was filed with the State Clearinghouse (Sch No.
82051024) as of September 7, 1895, pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6.
f. A CIWMP for the County of Imperial has not been approved by the CIWMB,
g. The Imperial County Board of Supervisors has made a determination that the Mesquite Regional Landfill is
consistent with, and designated in, the Imperial County General Plan. Public Resources Code, Section
50000.5(a).
h. The Imperial County Board of Supervisors made a written finding on September 6, 1895, that surrounding tand
use is compatible with the facility operation, as required in Public Resources Code, Section 50000.5(b).
14, Prohibitions:

The following shall not be disposed at the Mesquile Regienat Landfil:

~To e ApPDE

[
.

Hazardous waste, as defined by CCR Tille 22,

Liquid waste (moisture content more than 40 percent).

White goods (L.e., large intact household appl:ances)

BichazardousMedical Wasts,

Designated wastes.

Incinerator ash.

Radioactive waste.

Sewage Sludge.

Waste which can cause cormosion/erosion or decay, or otherwise reduce or impair the integrity of containment
structures,

Waste which, when mbed or commingled with other wastes in the landfill, ‘could produce chemical reactions
that create heat or pressure, fire or explosion, toxic byproducts, or reactions which in tum: {1} Require a higher
level of containment than provided by this landfil; or (2) Impair the integrity-of the containment structure,

Ky
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

Fadility/Permit Number
13-AA0028

15, The following documents also describe and/or restrict the operation of this facillty (Insert document date in spaces):.

[[(X ] Report of Disposal Site Facility information

[X] Land Use Permits and Conditional
Use Permits (CUP No. 10367-81)

[X] Air Poltution Permits and Variances

[X7] erREIS

SCH No, 82051024,
BLM No. CA-060-02-5440-10-8026
Lease Agreement - owner and operator

[X7] pretiminary Closure/Post Closure Plan

[(X7] cwsure Financial Assurance Section

Date: Date:
10/95 [J contract Agreements - operator and _(None)
contract
WDR No. 85-100 Issued
0/6/95 ['X] Waste Discharge Requirements 1172905
(WDR)
Application Submitied E] Locatl & County Ordinances Various
10/85
Deemed
Complete
Partial Fina! Closure/Postclosure 3.7-96
Certified Maintenance Plan -
8/5/95 .
— [X3 Amendments to RDSI 2/5/98,
2/14/08
N/A 32608
Deemed Complete 2858
37/08 [X7] Other (iis): _Certificate of Liability Insurance
. _Effective March §,1996
Trust Agreement
0272608 - Amended 1/18/96

16. SeH-Monitoring;

A variety of monitoring activities shall be performed for the Mesquite Regional Landfill. The various monitoring activities
are included as requirements in permits and the environmental review documents for the landfill. In order to avoid being
duplicative, the requirements from other permits ere not repeated in their entirety here. Instead, the permits themselves
are referenced. Additional operational monitoring requirements are also listed here in order to provide a complete |

summary of monitoring requirements.

a. Monitering to Mitigate Environmental Impacts: The operator shall comply with the Mitigation, Monitoring, |
- Enforcement-and-Reporting Program for.the Mesquite Regional Landfill developed pursuant to Caflifornia Public
Resources Code Section 21088.1, Subdivision {a){(1) based on the Mesquite Regional Landfill EIR/EIS and

adopted by the Imperial County Board of Supervisors on September 6, 1985.

b. Operations Monitoring: Routiné operational self-monitoring activities shall be performed at the Mesquite
Regional Landfill using checklists developed for that purpose. Copies of these checklists shall be submitted to
the LEA, CIWMB, RWQCB, APCD and !mperial County Planning Department prior lo commencement of landfill

operations., The following routine operational monitoring shall be performed,

ITEM AGENCY
INSPECTED | APPROXIMATE | INSPECTION EXAMPLE OBSERVATIONS REPORTED
FREQUENCY METHOD TO
Working Face Daily Rouline + Random load checks and observations at the LEA
Areas : observation " working face for Hazardous Waste and PCBs -
» Litter Controt
s Vector Control
*  Fire Control
¢ Dust Control
- ¢  Odor Control
Mobile " Daily Routine e Equipment Performance LEAJAPCD
Equipment Observation } «  Signs of Deterioration or Wear
Concurrent with | Obsesrvation |« Brake Wear LEA |
Scheduled and Checklist | «  Hydraulic Line Integrity -
: Maintenance e Fluid LevelsiLeaks .
3\& e Equipment Perfformance |
» _Signs of Deterioration or. Wear

sjs/aridprmt.0oc
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT FacityPermit Nurmbet
18. Sell-Monitoring (Continued):
AGENCY
ITEM APPROXIMATE | INSPECTION EXAMPLE OBSERVATIONS REPORTED
INSPECTED FREQUENCY METHOD TO
Site Roads Daity Routine ¢  Dust Control LEA/APCD
Observation |«  Tract-Out at Aprons
s Settlement
e Surfaca integrity |
s  Litter Control
Hazardous Weekly Checklist + Contalner and Secondary Containment LEA/
Waste Storage Integrity RWQCB
Area e Contalner Labeling
o _inventory Control _
Water Weekly Checklist s Freeboard at Ponds/Tanks LEA/

Recycling ¢ Pond Pumpback Systems RWQCB

Facility «  Sedimentation Pond Actumulation
o Contalnment Integrity (e.g., presence of
drips, seeps or comoded hardware)
» Vector Controt
e Sump Drainage
Gas Control Monthly Checklist + Extraction and Flare Sysiem Performance LEAJAPCD
System ¢ Integrity of Headers and Valve Assemblles
e Integrity of Exposed Piping
s Performance of condensate Collection
Sysiems
¢ Flare Station Integrity and Peformance
Concurrent with Checklist =  Flare Station Integrity and Performance LEAJAPCD
Scheduled
Flare Station
Maintenance
Quarery Checklist Landfill Perimeter and Structures LEA
Emergency Monthly Checklist Presence and Integrity of Emergency LEA
Response Response Equipment (see Appendix P of the
Equipment October 1995 RDSI/ROWD for additional
details)

Leachate Quarterly Checklist = Integrity of Exposed Portions of Leachate LEAS
Control Collection System RWQCB
System e Performance of Flow Documenting

Mechanisms (e.g.. totalizers) -
Recyclable Quarterty Checklist » Labeling/Dating Integrity LEA/
Materia! s Inventory Control RWQCB
Storage Area »  Vector Control
s Litter Control
Waming/ Quarterly Checklist ¢ Sign Presence and Integrity LEA
Safety signs s _
Fire Protection Monthly Checxkiist »  Access to and Availability of Equipment LEA
System s Extinguisher Charges
»  Water Pump/Reservoir Integrity
«  Available Water Pressure
¢ Labeling
Fences, Gates Following Checklist ¢ Integrity of Perimeter Fencing and Gates LEA
and Perimeter Precipitation + Integrity of Gate Locks
Areas Events that ¢ Presence and Integrity of Perimeter Fenoa
Resuft in Signage
Surface Runoff, o Litter Control
or More
Frequently as
Needed

.
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 1. Faclity/Permit Number.

13-AA.0028
168. Self-Monitoring (Continued):

AGENCY
TEM APPROXIMATE | INSPECTION EXAMPLE OBSERVATIONS REPORTED
INSPECTED FREQUENCY | METHOD T0
Landfill Cover Following Checklist +«  General Cover Integrity (e.9., no slides or LEA/
Precipliation erosion) RWQCSB
Events that s Integrity of Erosion Protection
Resultin o Settlement
Surface Runoff, +« Ponding
or Mcre s Vecior Control
Frequently as +  Vegetation Control
Needed )

Landfill Following Checidist s Integrity of Erosion Protection . LEAS
Drainage Precipitation « Excessive Erosion/Siation RWQCB
Systems Events that ¢  Uneven Settlement .

Resuitin ¢ Ponding
Surface Runoff, e  Drop Inlet and Culvert Performance/integrity
or More s Vegetation Control
Frequently
as Needed . _

Site Drainage/ Foilowing Checklist + Excessive Erosion/Siltation LEA/
Diversion Precipitation + Integrity of Erosion Protection RWQCB
Channels Events that - s Performance/integrity of Energy Dissipation

Resultin Systems
Surface Runoff, + Vegetation Control
or More e Downstream Drainage Condition
Frequently as « Litter Control

Needed .

Administration Daily Routine e Litter Controf LEA

and intermodal

Area
17. LEA Conditions:
‘& ‘The Operator shall comply with-State Minimum-Standards for solid waste handling-and-disposal as specified.in Title. 14, {. -

Califomia Code of Regulations (CCR). The operator shall not operate this facility without possession of all required

permits/regulatory approvals, The operator shall inspect the site at least once each day of operation to ensure
compliance with all applicable standards/conditions/mitigations/permits/regulations. )

b. The operator shall comply with all applicable federal, state and loca! requirements and enactments including all
mitigation and monitoring measures developed in accordance with any certified environmental document filed pursuant
to Public Resource Code (PRC) Section 21081.6, and all administrative/enforcement orders of all regulatory agencies

with jurisdiction at the facility.

c. The operator shall maintain a complete copy of this SWFP, and of all LEA/JCTWMB regulatory inspection reports at the
facility or other approved location readily accessible to facility personnel, LEA staff and other appropriate regutatory
personnel.

d. Additional information conceming the design/operation of the facility shall be fumished upon request to the LEA and

other regulatory personnel.

e. The operator shall notify the LEA in writing of any proposed changes in the routine facility operation or changes in facility
design during the planning stages. In no case shall the operator undertake any significant changes unless the operator
first submiis to the LEA a notice of said changes at least 150 days before said changes are undertaken. Any significant
changes as determined by the LEA would require a revision of this permit.

f The LEA reserves the right to suspend and/or modify applicable operations at this faciily when deemed necessary due
-to any emergency, potential health hazard, and/or pubfic nuisance. . .

M0

sjs/aridpret.Doc
REVISED 7/3/96



Page 8

SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT Facilty/Permil Number

13-AA-0026

LEA Conditions (Continuad):

A log of unusual occurrences shall be maintained. The log shall contain but not be limited to: fires, explosions,
discharges, significant incidents of personal Injury, seismic evenis, accidents and/or property damage. Days without
incidents shall be noted in the log with an appropriate negative entry. The log shall be maintained at the facliity.

Personnel onsite shall have immediate access to radio or telephone access to a 911 emergency dispatcher,
The pperator shall maintain a seismograph which records the time of duration and ground acceleration of seismic events.
The fencing of the facility shall be in accordance with the provisions of the EIS/EIR and CUP.

The operator shall install and maintain a weather station approved by APCD which records wind speed, wind direction,
temperature and humidity. In addition, a rain pauge shall be installed. This data shall be submitted 1o the LEA monthly.

The landfill operator shall be permitted to provide temporary storage onsite for recycled materials (e.g., baled cardboard)
which are first removed from municipal solid waste at transfer stations and/or MRFs. The recycled materials must be
trangported from the transfer station/MRF to the proposed landfill in similar containers to those that would be used to
transport municipal solid waste residue, except that they must be capable of being identified as containing recyclable
material.

No more than 600,000 tons of recyclable materials shall be stored at the landfill at any time at this location. The
maximum length of storage for any materials shall be two years. The recyclable material shall be separated and stored
by type of material, and shall be clearly marked and dated, and protected from the elemenis as necessary to assure
there is no adverse impact to water quality. The specific storage location within the unlined area of iandfill footprint, and
within the overall facility boundary shall be allowed to vary as the landfill expands. The ground surface in areas used for
recyclable materials storage shall be Inspected by a person qualified to identify signs of contamination. Any reported
pollution shall be mitigated. .

Acceptable recyclable materials for temporary storage within the unflined area of landfili footprint shall be as follows:

Paper

Plastic

Aluminum

Recyclable metals

Other materials as allowed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB's) Executive Officer and
approved by the LEA.

The materials shall have already been baled or otherwise contained 8t originating transfer stations and inspected to
ensure that these materials do not conlain hazardous materials.

The operator shall submit a Recyclable Materials Start-Up Plan to the LEA for approval of the Imperial County Planning
Department, LEA and CIWMB prior 1o acceplance of such materials, The plan shall include procedures for
container/bale identification, date of arrival, two year expiration date, source of origin (for proper retum), precipitation
runoff protection, rainfall protection, but not limited thereto. The disposal of such materials shall not be permitted withourt
written approval of both the LEA and the CIWMB.

This permit does not release the operator from its responsibihty under any other existing laws, ordinances, reguiatums or
statutes of other government agencies. .

The terms and conditions of this permit may change as a result of a revision of applicable statutes or regutations.

Al permits or approvals referenced in this permit or its goveming RDSI shall be maintained in force during the term of
this permit. In the event any permit or approval is modified, is suspended, or revoked, or expires during the term of this
permit, the operator shall notify the LEA within 30 days of the ¢change and Include copies of any renewed or modified
permits of apptovals.

The operator shall, pricr to operations at night, submit a lighting plan to the LEA for approvat. A copy shall be seni to the
Marine Corps Alr Stations, Yuma, Arizona.

A2\
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Page 7

SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT Facilty/Permit Number

13-AA-0028

17. LEA Conditions (Continued):

qQ.

)

The estimated dally MSW residue volumes will ba 4,000 tons per day (ipd) for Year 1 of operations, Increasing up to 20,000
tpd after Year 7. The estimated daily number of trains will be one train during Year 1 (4,000 tpd), increasing to 5 trains after
Year (20,000 tpd). The proposed maximum daily volume of MSW residue will be 20,000 tpd averaged over a two week, 12
day period. MSW residue accepled ai the MRL will be received by contract with originating jurisductlons only, and no individual
deliveries from the public will be accepted.

YEARS OF CARS!/ AVERAGE MSW RESIDUE
OPERATION TRAINS TRAINS/DAY (TONS PER DAY)

4,000
8,000
12,000
16,000
20,000

O NN -
]
[+ ]
b
-]
b LN -

The maximum depth of cut for tiner construction purposes shall not exceed 50 feet below natural grade. The final cover shall

not exceed a height of 1,300 feel above mean sea level,
The operator shall maintain a record of the number of waste delivery trucks entering the facility.

Truck vehicles used due to railroad stoppages shall:traverse Imperial County along a designated route approved by the
County Director of Public Works,

All truck vehicles delivering waste !6 the landfill facility shall have headtights on while in moticn.

The operator shall maintain a high winds closure/reduced/or controlled operations policy and shall operate in accordance wit
the policy as approved by the LEA at all imes. The operator shall provide adequale portable litter control fencing and an
offsite litter patrol to coflect accumulated materials, if any.

The operator shall maintain an LEA approved load checking program for hazardous and PCB wastes at the facility. Initially not
less than two containers per trainload received at the facility will be checked by personnel trained for such activities.
Hazardous or PCB wastes shall be stored at the approved containment site and removed from the facility in the manner
prescribed by law. The load checking program will be subject o modification from time 1o time pending changes in law or
necessity in order to protect the health and welfare of the public and site personnel.

Operator 1o compile daily tonnage received (24 hr. period) and make available to LEA monthly at a date to be agreed upon.

MSW residue shall be covered daily under all circumstances. When operations extend to a 24 hour period, the "end of the
day” shall be at a time mutually agreed upon between the operator and the LEA

Each of the following companies own a 1/3 interest in the Mesquite Regional Landfill Project.

Gold Field Mining Corporation SP Environmental Systems Westem Waste Industries
14062 Denver West Parkway Union Tower 21061 South Western Avenue
Golden, Colorado 80401-3122- 165 South Union Boulevard, Suite 1000 Torrance, California 90501
Telephone: (303)271-3600 Lakewood, Colorado B0228 Telephone: (310)328-0500
Vice President and General Counsel: President President:

Collon Kennedy John Spisak Kosti Shirvanian

The Landowner is Gold Fields Mining Corporation and Gold Fields Mining Company. The operator is Arid Operations, Inc.

|
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ATTACHMENT 5

to these sites and because the significant effecs of the Project (visual, maffic and PM o) would not
be avoided at the alternatve out-of-County sites. Finally, the other rwo projects are not within the
jurisdictional boundaries of Imperial County. The regional conwext of these (wo proposed projects.
however, has been discussed throughout the Final EIS/EIR, particularly in the cumulative irmpact
anmalysis. (Final EIS/EIR, p 2-96; see also Final EIS/EIR, Response to Comments Nos. 164, 271,
and 721.)

The Final EIS/EIR does not include the use of wet cell echnology as an alternative because
wet cell technology is oot regularly accepted by permiming agencies and therefore is not considered
a reasonable alternative to the Project ar this time. (Seg Final EIS/EIR, Response o Comment No.
434.)

In sum, the County believes that the alternarives analysis it has prepared fully satisties
applicable legal requirerments. (See Final EIS/EIR, Response o Comment No. 721.)

XL
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

The Project will have the followmg significant, unavoidable. adverse environmental
impacts:

. Visual impacts caused by landform alteragon

J Cumularive traffic impacs caused by Project-related employee rraffic on SR 78, in
the vicinity of the Project site, from the afiernoon before to the morning after
weekends and/or bolidays from October 1 through May 31.

. Cumularive air quality impacts caused by PM,, emissions during periods when
background PM,, concentrations exceed air quality standards.

. In the immediate vicinity of the project a cumulative increase in the risk of oain-
and vehicle-related morality of swmre or federally protacted species.

(Final EIS/EIR. pp. 2-91 10 2-94.)

In addiion, the Project, like any actvity thar results in a pownual increase of train or
vehicle raffic in an area in which a protecced species is present, could conoibute indirecdy w a
cumnulatively significant potendal increase in train-related or vehicle-related mortality of swte or
federally protected species.

The County has adopted all feasible mitigation measures with respect 1o these impacts.
Although these mitigarion measures will substantially lessen most of these significant impacts. the
measures will not fully avoid these impacts.

13766
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Moreover, the County has examined a reasonable range of altemnarves to the Project
Based on this examination, the County has determined that none of these alternatives both (1) meets
project objectives as effectively as the Project. and (2) is, tken as a whole, environmentmally
preferable to the proposed Project, as regards those significant impacts thar cannot be substantially
lessened or avoided.

As a result. t© approve the Project, the Counry must adopt a “samtement of overriding
considerations® pursuant © Public Resources Code secton 21081, subdivision (b). It should be
emphasized, however, that the County's adopdon of a srzement of overriding considerations with
regard 1 a project's environmental impacts i§ not an “exempdon® from any applicabie
environmenmi law or regulaton. No lead agency can opt out of applicable Swate or Federal
environmenal regulations simply by ivoking a swwement of overriding considerations pursuant ©
CEQA. That mechanismn merely allows a lead agency to cite a project’s general economic, social
or other benefits as a justificarion for choosing to allow the occurrence of specified significant
environmen@! effects that have not been at least substanually mitigated. The statement explains -
why, in the agency’s judgment. the project’s benefits ourweigh the unmitigared significant effects.
Where another substantive law (e.g.. the California Clean Air Act, the Federal Clean Air Act, the
Federal Clean Water Act. the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Conmrol Act. the California
or Federal Endangered Species Acts, the Federal Deparument of Transportation Act, or the Narional"
Histworic Preservation Act) prohibits the lead agency from taking cermin actions with environmental
impacts, a smiement of overriding considerations does not relieve the lead agency from such
pronibidons.

It should also be noted that CEQA does not require lead agencies ® analyze "beneficial
unpacts® in an EIR. Radier. EIRs are w focus on potendal “significant effects on the
environment,” defined w be ‘adverse.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21068.) The Legistarure
amended the definition to focus on “adverse” impacts after the California Supreme Court had held
thar beneficial impacts must also be addressed. (See Wildlife Alive v, Chickering (1976) 18 Cal.3d
190, 206 {132 Cal.Rpu. 377].) Nevertheless, decxslon-makers benerit from mformanon abourt
project benefits. (Ses CEQA Guidelines, § 15093.) '

The Counry finds that the Project’s substatial environmenml and economic benefits
outweigh its impacts. Addidonal landfill capacity is peeded to accommodate MSW generated
within Southern California. There is no way o provide addidonal landfill capacity, however,
withour creating significant impacts of some sort.  Thus. the question is which alternarive provides
the greatest benefits, ar the most reasonable cost. and with the minimal environmental impacts.

From an environmenmnl perspective, the Project site is remarkably well-suited for a regional
landfill: :

. The area is already dismurbed by industrial activicy. Thus, although the Project will have a

significant impact on visual resources, this impact wiil be less severe than it would have
been ar another, pristine site. (Response o Comment No. 646.}

13767
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Much of the infrasoructure required for a regional landfill (e.g.. water supply, elecrical
supply, transporsion) is already in place.

The climate is exwemely arid. Precipitation averages three inches per year. (Final
EIS/EIR, p. 3-29.) Evaporation potental is approximately 100 inches per year. (Final
EIS/EIR. p. 3-34.) As a result, the potential for surface water runoff or the generation of
leachate or landfill gas is minimized.

The depth to groundwater is not less than 140 feet. (Fimal EIS/EIR, p. 3-34.) Basement
rock beneath the landfill site is well consolidared. (Final EIS/EIR, p. 3-6.) Thus, even if
leachate or LFG is not conmined within the landfill itself, the risk thar the leachaw or LFG
would reach groundwater is negligibie.

The Project's above-ground design does not require deep excavation. This configuration
has the advanmge of mainmining the depth w groundwater. In addition, this design allows
the LCRS 1 drain by gravity along the 1% grade of the liner sysiem, withour the need for
pumping during operations or the posiclosure period. Thus, the above-ground design
minimizes the risk of a release of leachare or LFG inw the vadose zone or inw the
groundwater.

Because of extensive analysis of the site performed in conjunction with the Mesquite Mine,
the siee is unusually well understood

Because of past mining activides. an arnpic supply of clay and overburden is readily

available, without requiring transpormation or its relared impacts.
The site is locared adjacent to an existng main rail line.

Vegention and wildlife habitar in the area are genperally of lower quality. The Project
enables BLM to exchange this land for higher quality habitat that is condguous w its
existng holdings.

The Project will allow communides within the South Coast Air Basin w dispose of MSW
byu'am.mhermanbylong—haulmmkormdmmewbasn thus advancing the region's
air quality goais.

There are no sensitive receptors (e.g., residences) near the site.

MSW residue will continue t be generated, and a location must be identified for the disposal of
thar MSW residue. In light of these factors, it would be difficult o ideodify another site thar is
better suited for a regional landfill.

Moreover, the No-Project aliernanve is not environmentally preferable © the Project. In

addirtion, the No-Projecr alternarive fails to meet most of the project objectives. Neither the Smaller
Landfiil Footprimt altermative nor the Decreased Disposal Rare alermarive is environmentaily
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preferabie to the Project, and neither meets the project objectives as effectively as does the Project.
The Project is environmenily preferable to the landfill site alternative and the Larger Project
alternative and meets more of the project objectives than do these alternatives.

In addition, the Project results in numerous beneficial impacts to the Counry. For exampie,
the Project will creaw approximately 150 construction jobs and approximately 268 additional jobs at
peak operations. (Final EIS/EIR, p. 4-153.) The Project will also generae approximarely 658
construction-related and 65 long-term secondary jobs. (Final EIS/EIR, p. 4-154.) Many of these
jobs would go to local workers. (Final EIS/EIR, p. 4-153.) Direct earnings of Imperial Counry
residents are expected o twtal approximately $4.0 million for long-term operations and $1.9 million
for initial construction. (Final EIS/EIR, pp. 4-153, 4-155 (Table 4-28).) The wages for these jobs
will exceed the average wages per job for Imperial County. Because the County is currendy
experiencing an unemployment rate of approximately 24%, this benefrt is considered exremely
imporwant o the fiscal health of the County. In addition, the Project will result in significant sales
of goods and services within the County. (Final EIS/EIR, pp. 4-153, 4-136.)

. The Project would generate revenues for Imperial County. These revenues will include
property mxes, utility taxes, sales txes, chargers for permiming and inspection services, licenses.
and permit fees. These revemies will exceed costs incurred by the County in connection with the
Project. (Final EIS/EIR, pp. 4156, 4-158.)

The County finds that, on balance, the Project represents the best balance of cost, benefir,
an minimized environmental impacts. The County finds that the Project minimizes the
environmenml impacts to the exwenr practicable, while stll realizing the Project’s benefits.
Accordingly, the Counry finds that the Project's adverse, unavoidable, environmental impacts are
ourweighed by these considerable benefiss.

Daed: Sepiember 6, 1995

Bl by

Brad Luckey /
Chairman, Board of Supervisors
Aridfre .doc
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ATTACHMENT 6

California Integrated Waste Management Board
Permit Decision. . No. 97-89
March 26, 1997

WHEREAS, Arid Operations Incorporated, a subsidiary of Gold
Fields Mining Corporation, proposes to operate the Mesquite
Regional Landfill in Imperial County, on land owned by Gold
Fields Mining Corporation; and

WHEREAS, the proponent proposes to transport municipal
solid waste by rail from the Los Angeles area; and

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Interior through
the Bureau of Land Management {(BLM) and the County of Imperial
acting as Lead Agencies, prepared an Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (State
Clearinghouse #92051024) for construction and operation of the
proposed Mesquite Regional Landfill and Board staff provided
comments on July 6, 1994; and

WHEREAS, on September 6, 1995, the: Final EIS/EIR was
certified and the project approved by the Imperial County Board
of Supervisors. The County Board of Supervisors alsc adopted a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of
Overriding Considerations. The EIS/EIR identified impacts that
cannot be mitigated, which include significant visual impacts,
cumulatively significant air quality impacts, cumulatively
significant traffic impacts, and a localized cumulative increase
in risk train/vehicle-related mortality to state or federally
protected species; and

WHEREAS, on October 6, 1995, a petition and complaint was
filed by project opponents in California Superior Court to
invalidate the Board of Supervisors’s CEQA certification and
permit approvals. The Court found that some areas of the EIS/EIR
required clarifications. An addendum was prepared which
clarified the Project Description of the Environmental Setting
with respect to critical habitat for the desert tortoise. The
Court did not invalidate the CEQA certification or any permits;
and ' :

WHEREAS, portions of the proposed project were owned by the .
BLM and a land exchange occurred between BLM and Geld Fields
Mining Corporation. A Record of Decision approving the land
exchange and railrcad spur right-of- way was signed by the BLM on
February 14, 1996. On January 31, 1997, BLM and Gold Fields
Mining Corporation exchanged land, thus making Gold Fields Mining
Corporation the sole owner of the land where the project will be
situated; and '

iy



WHEREAS, on November 29, 19%5 the Colorado River Basin
Regional Water Quality Control Board approved Waste Discharge
Requirements for the Mesquite Regional Landfill; on December 28, .
1995 opponents of the project appealed the decision; on April 22,
1996 the State Water Resources Control Board dismissed the
opponents’ petition for lack of supporting documentation; and

WHEREAS, the Imperial County Department of Health Services,
Division of Environmental Health, acting as the Local Enforcement
Agency, has submitted to the Board for its review and concurrence
in, or objection to a new Solid Waste Facility Permit for the
Mesquite Regional Landfill; and

WHEREAS, Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit for
consistency with the standards adopted by the Board and found the
facility’s design if operated in a manner described in the Report
of Facility Information will comply with State Minimum Standards;
and

WHEREAS, the project description in the EIS/EIR is
consistent with the proposed permit; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that all state and local
requirements for the proposed permit have been met, including
consistency with Board standards, conformance with the County
Solid Waste Management Plan, and consistency with the General
Plan. :

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California
Integrated Waste Management Board concurs in the issuance of
Solid Waste Facility Permit No. 13-AA-0026.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on March 26, 1997.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director
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. CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Board Meeting
March 26, 1997

AGENDA ITEM QWO

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF A NEW SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT FOR
THE COACHELLA TRANSFER/RECYCLING STATION, RIVERSIDE
. COUNTY
COMMITTEE

ACTION: At the time that this item went to print, the
Permitting and Enforcement Committee had not yet taken
an action on this item. Changes in the item from that
presented in the Committee item are indicated with
underline for insertions and strikeout for deletions.

I. BACKGROUND :

Facilj P

Name : Coachella Transfer/Recycling Station
Facility No. 33-AA-0248

Facility Type: Large Volume Transfer Station

Location: 87011 Landfill Road
North of Interstate 10 near Coachella

Proposed Area: 76.5 acres

Setting: Site is located within the boundaries of a
landfill undergoing closure activities

Operational

Status: Not yet constructed

Proposed e

Tonnage: 1,100 tons per day (TPD), 700 tons per
day average

Operator: City of Coachella

John Curtis, City Manager

329
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Land Owner: Riverside County Waste Resources
Management District
Robert Nelson, Chief Executive Officer

LEA: Riverside County Department of
Environmental Health
John Fanning, Director

Proposed Project

The project proponent seeks to construct and operate a large
volume transfer station within the permitted boundaries of the
Coachella Landfill. The station would receive the waste that
currently goes to the landfill which will close sometime this
year (June or July is the latest estimate).

-II. SUMMARY:

Site History The Coachella Landfill will close this year. It

has operated since 1972. Upon its closure and should no new

options be available, the waste going to the landfill would e
instead be sent to other landfills such as the Edom Hill Landfill

or the Badlands Landfill. The former is about 30 miles away

while the latter is twice that.

Anticipating the landfill closure, the Coachella Valley
Association of Governments (CVAG) in 1995 requested proposals for
waste disposal alternatives. In October of that year, the
Riverside County Waste Resources Management District (RCWRMD),
operator of the landfill, submitted a proposal for their
operation of a transfer station at the landfill site. According
to RCWRMD, CVAG has not chosen any proposal but instead has opted
to wait for the formation of a proposed joint powers authority
representing the various cities of the Coachella Valley.

Assuming that the formation of a JPA is successful, the final
choice would be up to that authority. Currently, it appears that
the RCWRMD proposal is not one of the finalists.

However, in the interim, at least two cities chose to take their

own steps to avert long distance waste disposal. The City of

Coachella decided to work with RCWRMD and reached an agreement to

operate the proposed transfer station at the site. (The City of .

10
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indio is in the early stages of developing a transfer station of
their own.) Should the City of Coachella be successful in
obtaining a solid waste facility permit and the project proceeds,
the City will seek a qualified contract operator to conduct the
day to day operations of the facility.

. r s

The transfer station is relatively simple in design. It will be
located in a former borrow area of the landfill and will not be
within the waste disposal “footprint”. It will be an open air
facility with a concrete tipping pad 125 feet wide by 180 feet
long. Limited material recovery will occur through hand sorting
of selected loads. The only structures will be the scalehouse,
office trailer, and household hazardous waste storage. A
retaining wall will be located along one edge of the pad. The
wall will be long enough to accommodate two transfer trailers
parked parallel to it.

Vehicles will enter the tipping area after first passing the
scale house. The fee booth operator will, depending on the load,
direct the vehicle to the recyclables area or to the tipping
area. Those carrying recyclables will go to either the drop off
area where separate bins are located for these materials or to a
large .area in the eastern part of the facility where items such
as tires, appliances, mattresses, and green waste may be left.
These items will be stored until a full truck load of a material
is collected and shipped to market.

Those vehicles with mostly non-recoverable wastes will be
directed to the tipping pad. Six unloading stalls will be
designated on the pad. The operator anticipates that four of the
stalls will be used by commercial -haulers while the other two
will be used by self-haulers. Tipping occurs under the
supervision of station personnel. Some floor sorting of these
materials will occur, but the Report of Station Information {(RSI)
indicates that only about a 3.5% diversion rate is expected.
Loaders push the waste through chutes in the retaining wall into
the transfer trailers parked next to the wall. As they fill the
transfer trailers will be hauled to the final disposal site,

LY
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expected at this time to be the Badlands Landfill, about 60 miles
distant.

The site is projected to have an average waste receipt of 500
tons ‘per day (TPD}. This average is based on recent waste
receipt at the Coachella Landfill. The station is designed to
handle the proposed maximum permitted tonnage of 1,100 TPD as
well as an ongeing average of 700 TPD.

The site will also host periodic household hazardous waste (HHW)
collection events. Residents will be allowed to bring materials
such as anti-freeze, batteries, ©il, and paint. The site could
also be visited by the County’s mobile program which accepts
other materials as well.

Environmental Controls The Report of Station Information

submitted for this facility describes environmental control

measures that will adequately minimize the effects of dust,

litter, noise, odor, vectors, drainage, and illegal hazardous

waste disposal. If operated according to these environmental e
controls the site should operate in compliance with State Minimum
Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal.

Resource Regovery As indicated above, recovery activities will
be minimal. Site users with recyclables will go to either the
drop off area where separate bins are located for these materials
or to a large area .in the eastern part of the facility where
items such as tires, appliances, mattresses, and green waste may
be left.

III. ANALYSIS:

. for C {th-the Solid W Facility [ .

Pursuant to PRC Section 44009, the Board has 60 calendar days to
concur in or object to the issuance of a Solid Waste Facility
Permit. Since the permit was received on February 6, 19%7, the
last day the Board could act is April 7, 1997.

UL
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The LEA has submitted a proposed permit to the Board. The
fellowing table summarizes Board staff's analysis:

CoachelETransferlRecycling Station Accept- | Unaccept- [ToBe| Not | See Details
able able: |Deter-| Applic- | in Agenda
mined | able item

CIWMP Conformance (PRC 50001) X
CoSWMP Confarmance (PRC 50000) X * 2
General Plan Conformance (PRC 50000.5) X 2 2
Consistency With State Minimum Standards X
Califomia Environmental Quality Act X 1
Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance Plan X
Funding for Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance X
Operating Liability X

1. ~a1if ia Envi 1 Ouali 2 (CEQA]

- State law requires the preparabion and certification of an
environmental document. The Riverside County Waste Resources
Management District prepared Environmental Assessment 37033,
equivalent to a mitigated negative declaration (MND), for the
proposed project. The MND (SCH #96081034) has indicated that
there are no significant environmental impacts associated with
this project that cannot be mitigated. Board staff provided
comments on the MND on September 11, 1996. A Mitigation Measures
Monitoring Program was adopted. A Notice of Determination was
filed on October 8, 19%6. Board staff have determined that the
MND is adequate and appropriate for CEQA compliance purposes in
those areas in which the Board has authority and responsibility.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Because a new Solid Waste Facility Permit is being proposed, the
Board must either object or concur with the proposed permit as
submitted by the LEA.

ATTACHMENTS:

1+ -Location Map-- - .- . . - - . . .. . .. - - - -
2. Facility Map .

3. Proposed Permit No. 33-AA-0248

4
Prepared By: David Otsubo _Phone: 255-3303

Approved By: 2 l v ('7 : =

Approved By: Don Dier, Jrﬂq’\\’\‘n _Phone; 2855-2453

-~ ',—': .
Approved By: Dorothy Rice L *K & }Z{ lf/@-?J’hone: 255-2431

Legal Review: /MZAM Date/Time: @/’ 7’/67 ;L"
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1. Facility/Permit Number

SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 33-AA-0248/97-01

2. Name and Street Address of Facility 3. Name and Maiting Address of Operator 4. Name and Mailing Address of Owner
Coachella Transfer / Recycling City of Coachella Riverside County Waste Resources
Station 15156 Sixth Management District
870011 Landfill Road Coachella, CA 92236 1995 Market Street
Coachella, CA 92236 ' Riverside, CA 92501

5. Specifications :

a. Permitted Operations 0O Compaosting Facility (mixed wastes) O Precessing Facility

0O Composting Facility (yard waste)
O Landfill Disposal Site
O Material Recovery Facility

Transter Station
Recycling Station
Transformation Facility

0BEH

b. Permitted Hours of Operation: Monday through Saturday, 6:00 a.m. - 8:00 p.m. Possible Sundays, from 6:00 a.m. - 8:00 p.m, with prior
notification to the LEA. Closed on the following holidays New Years Day, Memorial Day, Easter Sunday. Fourth of July, Labor Day,
Thanksgiving Day, Christmas Day.

c. Permitted Tons per Operating Day:

Maximum / Average Tons/Day

' Non-Hazardous - General 1100 1 700 Tons/Day
Non-Hazardous - Separated or commingled recyclables Included in Total Number
Household Hazardous Waste . See Section 14 of Permit

Total 1,100 [/ 700 Tons/Day

d. Permitted Traffic Volume: .
Maximum / Average Vehicles/Day

Incoming Waste Materials 286 /1 185 Vehicles/Day
Outgoing Materiats for Disposal / Recycling 56 / 36 Vehicles/Day
Total 344 [ 221 Vehicles/Day
e. Key Design Parameters {Delailed parameters are shown on site plans) :

Total Disposal Transfer MRF Composting Transform.
Permitted Area (in acres) 765 a 0 a 76.5 a a 0 a 0 a
Design Capacity N/A 1,100 tpd tpd N/A tpd N/A tpd
Maximum Eievation (Ft. MSL) : N/A 5 !
Maximum Depth (F1. BSG) el N/A ft : 5

Estimated Closure Date

This permit is granted to the operator named above, and is transferable with proper notification. Upon a significant change in design or
operation from that described herein, this permit is subject to revocation or suspension.

6. Appraval: 7. Enforcement Agency Name and Address:

Local Solid Waste Management Enforcement
Agency for Riverside County

1737 Adanta Avenue, Building “H-5"
Riverside, CA 92507

John M. Fanning Dircctor, Riverside County Department of Erivironmenul Health .
8. Received by CIWMB: 9. CIWMB Concurrence Dale:
10. Pemit Review Due Date: 11. Pemnit Issuwed Date:

12, Legal Description of Facility ( map attached with RFI).
Section 22 Township 5 South, Range 8 East, SBB&M, 332 43" 33" North and 116° 08’ 18" East

(&Y
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1. Facility/Permit Number

SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 33-AA-0248/97-01

e

13. Findings :

2. This permit is consistent with the Nondisposal Element of the County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CITWMP), Public Resources
Code, Section 50000. (a) dated November, 1994 and amended March, 1997

b. This permit is consistent with standards adopte& by the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB). Public Resources
Code, Section 44010.

¢. A Notice of Determination, dated October 1, 1996, is filed with the State Clearinghouse pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section
21081.6.

d. A County-wide Integrated Waste Management Ptan has been submitied but not yet approved by the Califomnia Integrated Waste
Management Board.

e. The Riverside County Board of Supervisors sitting as the Board of Directors for Riverside County Waste Resources Management
District (RCWRMD) made a determination, on Qclober 1,1996, that the facility is consistent with the applicable general plan as
required in Public Resources Code, Section 50000.5 (a). *

Prohibitions :

The permittee s prohibited from accepting any liquid waste sludge, non-hazardous waste requiring special handling, medical waste,
designated waste, or hazardous waste except for approved Household Hazardous Waste Roundups as authorized by all applicable
permits.

The permittee is additionally prohibited from the following items:

¢+ Night- time acceptance of waste unless lighting is approved by the LEA.

e Storage of solid waste in excess of 48 hours

» Siorage of recyclables beyond designated storage area

» Storage of recyclables in such a manner as to create a nuisance

15. The following documents also describe and/or restrict the operation of this facility:

Date
E Repon of Facility Information Jan, 1997
Negative Declaration Aug. 1996
B Notice of Determination Oct. 1996
E Lease Agreements - owner and operator " August o | - —
(Board of Directors RCWRMD, Action} 1996
B Contract Agreements - operator and vendor Prior to
operation
BE Waste Discharge Requirements . Jan. 1997
Air Poliution Permits and Variances Jan 1997

P

16. LEA Conditions .

This facility shall comply with all federal, state and local requirements and enactments, including all mitigation
measures given in the certified Negative Declaration filed pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6, as
enforced by the authorized Regulatory Agencies.

b. The operator shall make copies of all inspection reparts and permits issued by this and other regulatory agencies

available for review by site personnel and authorized representatives of all responsible agencies during normal office
hours (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday -Friday). In addifion, the Report of Facility Information , and incident log, shall
be available for inspection.

¢. The facility is permitted to receive the following non-hazardous solid wastes: mixed municipal, including residential

and commercial, construction and demolition. This facility may remove recyclables from incoming waste, and is
designed with a buy back center.

d. Any additional information the LEA deems necessary to permit and inspect this facility shall be provided by the

operator. :

W
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1. Facility/Permit Number

SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 33-AA-0248/97- 01

16. LEA Conditions (continued) :

e. Tocomply with Title 14, Section 17497 (Personnel Health and Safety), the operator shall ensure that all personnel
assigned to waste handling/processing duties have and utilize (when and where appropriate) the following equipment:
dust masks, hearing protection devices, safety glasses/goggles, safety vests, heavy work gloves, heavy work boots
{stee] shanks and toes recommended), and hard hats. Where applicable, this equipment shali meet all State and
Federal safety standards. A copy of the site’s Health and Safety Plan shall be maintained on-site.

f.  The site shall implement a formal hazardous waste monitoring program that is approved by this agency. At a
minimum, the program shall include the following:
s inspection of incoming loads for fugitive hazardous wastes at the tipping floor

¢ waining of all staff responsible for waste handling/management in hazardous waste recognition and site
procedures in managing detected hazardous wastes

g. Ataminimum, the following items shall be recorded in the site’s special occurrences log:

weather conditions that adversely impact site operations

fires

explosions

accidents and/or injuries

any incidents involving hazardous waste

equipment failures that impact operations

visits by regulatory agencies ( name, agency, mailing address, phone number )

h. The following environmental measurements shali be reported to the LEA on a quarterly basis;

a copy of the most recent Mitigation Monitoring Implementation Schedule

number and type of all vehicles utilizing the site each day

guantities and types of wastes received each day

quantities and types of wastes sent to disposal site(s) each day

quantities and types of recyclables recovered each day

copy of monitoring reports in Monitoring Program 97-09 sent to the Regional Water Quality Control
Board.

A responsible officer or representative of the permittee shall attest to the accuracy of the repon, and sign to that
effect. The report shall be submitted to the LEA in accordance with the following schedule:

REPORTING PERIOD REPORT DUE
January through March May 1

April through June August |

July through September November |
October through December February 1

&
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Attachment 4

California Integrated Waste Mahagement Beoard
Permit Decision No. 87-90
March 26, 1997

WHEREAS, the City of Coachella, in partnership with the
Riverside County Waste Resources Management District, proposes
the operation of a large volume transfer station within the
boundaries of the Coachella Landfill; and

WHEREAS, the Riverside County Waste Resources Management
District, the lead agency for CEQA review, prepared Environmental
Assessment No. 37022, equivalent to a mitigated negative
declaration, for the proposed project; Board staff reviewed the
mitigated negative declaration and provided comments to the lead
agency on September 11, 1996; mitigation measures were made a
condition of the approval of the proposed project; and the lead
agency filed a Notice of Determination with the County Clerk on
October 8, 1996; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Riverside County
Waste Resources Management District approved the project at a
public hearing on October 1, 1996; and

WHEREAS, the project proponents submitted an application for
a new solid waste facility permit to the Riverside County
Deparment of Environmental Health, the local enforcement agency;
and

WHEREAS, the Riverside County Department of Environmental
Health has submitted to the Board for its review and concurrence
in, or objection to, a new Solid Waste Facility Permit for the
Coachella Transfer/Recycling Station; and

WHEREAS, Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit for
consistency with the standards adopted by the Board and found the
facility design consistent with State Minimum Standards; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that all state and local
requirements for the proposed permit have been met, including
consistency with Board standards, conformance with the Non-
Disposal Facility Element of the County Integrated Waste
Management Plan, consistency with the County General Plan, and
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act; and

W



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California
Integrated Waste Management Board concurs in the issuance of
Scolid Waste Facility Permit No. 33-AA-0248.

CERTIFICATION
The undersigned Executive Director of the california Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby ceruify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of « resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste

Management Board held on March 26, 1997.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director

Al




CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

March 26, 1987

AGENDA ITEM Ml

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF A REVISED SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT
FOR THE HEALDSBURG TRANSFER STATION, SONOMA COUNTY

COMMITTEE
ACTION:

At the time that this item went to print, the

Permitting and Enforcement Committee had not yet taken

an action on this item.

Changes in-the item from that

presented in the Committee item are indicated with
underline for insertions and stxikeout for deletions.

I. BACKGROUND :

Pacili P

Name :

Facility Type:

Location:

Permitted Area:

Proposed Area:
Setting:
Operational
Status:

Permitted
Tonnage:

Proposed
Tonnage:

Healdsburg Transfer Station
Facility No. 49-AA-0245

Large Volume Transfer Station

166 Alexander Valley Road
Healdsburg, California

1.74 acres
1.74 acres
Surrounding land uses are a closed landfill,
a recycling center, agricultural, and rural

residential

Active, currently operating under a permit
issued by the LEA on March 28, 1985

320 tons per day (TPD)

450 tons per day (TPD)

(37



Board Meeting - Agenda Item yt

Page 2 of 7 March 26, 1987 .
Ovmner/ .
Operator: Sonoma County Department of Transportation

and Public Works
Richard Doble, Division Manager

LEA: Sonoma County Department of Health Services
Environmental Health Division
Jonathan J. Krug, Director

Proposed Project

The operator seeks to increase the maximum permitted tonnage at
the site from 320 to 450 tons per day. ~ The official name of the
owner/operator has also changed from the “Sonoma County Public
Works Refuse Division” to the “Sonoma County Department of
Transportation and Public Works.” Other than an associated
increase in permitted traffic volume of up to seven additional
transfer vehicles, no other changes are contemplated in this
permit. '

II. SUMMARY:

Site History The Healdsburg Transfer Station has operated since
1988 at the same address. The facility is located on County
owned land and has provided the area with local service since the
adjacent Healdsburg Landfill closed.

The March 1995 solid waste facility permit indicated that the

site would have a maximum of 320 tons per day. Roughly once per
month since that time, the facility received more than this
amount, the highest being 402 tons. As a result of this, the LEA .
wrote a letter dated June 28, 1996;--in which he directed the
operator to update the Report of Station Information (RSI),
complete any required CEQA documentation, and submit an ,
application for permit revision. 1In December, the LEA received
said application and amended RSI pages from the operator.

33



Board Meeting . Agenda Item Ul
Page 3 of 7 March 26, 1997

. O N

The Healdsburg Transfer Station includes a 21,000 square foot
tipping floor and four recessed trailer loading bays covered by a
metal roof. Site users enter the site after being stopped as the
gatehouse and are directed to tip their loads on the tipping
floor. There the tipped waste may be compacted by a track
bulldozer, if necessary, and then pushed into one of the waiting
transfer trailers. These are removed when full, and within 24
hours, and taken to the Central Landfill in Petaluma, about 30
miles away.

The transfer station is open seven days per week. Waste receipt
is allowed from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., while transfer operations
may occur from 5:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.. Hours of operation would
not be affected by this permit action.

The original CEQA document, an environmental impact report (EIR),
projected that, by 1995, up to 805 vehicle trips would be related
to the transfer station. This number was derived from an
extrapolation of the historical vehicle trips to the Healdsburg
Landfill based on expected population growth. Traffic has not
approached these proportions, mostly because fewer people in the
area bring trash directly to the facility. Only seven more
vehicles per operating day would be allowed by the proposed
permit.

Environmental Controls The Report of Station Information
submitted for this facility describes environmental control
measures that will adequately minimize the effects of dust,
litter, noise, odor, vectors, drainage, and illegal hazardous
waste disposal. 1If operated according to these environmental
controls, the site should operate in compliance with State
Minimum Standards for Solid Waste -Handling and Disposal.

Resourge Recovery Little resource recovery occurs within the
permitted boundary of the station. The station is located
adjacent to a designated recycling area. Typically, site users
drop off any recyclable material at this area before going to the
transfer station.

10
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There is alsoc a large bin located near the tipping area. Station
employees may remove any large recyclables such as tires and
metal goods from the tipping floor and place them in the bin.
These materials are periodically removed to the nearby recycling
area.

III. ANALYSIS:

. : {th the Solid Facility .

Pursuant toc PRC Secticon 44009, the Board has 60 calendar days to
concur in or object to the issuance of a Solid Waste Facility
Permit. Since the permit was received on February 18, 1997 the
last day the Board could act is April 19, 1997.

The LEA has submitted a proposed permit to the Board. The
following table summarizes Board staff's analysis:

Healdsburg Transfer Station Accept- | Unaccept- | ToBe| Not | See Details
40-AA-0245 : able able Deter-) Applic- | in Agenda e
mined | able item

CIWMP Conformance (PRC 50001) X x 3
CoSWMP Conformance {PRC 50000} X

_{General Plan Conformance (PRC 50000.5) e I . T
Consistency With State Minimum Standards X 2
California Environmental Quality Act X 1
Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance Plan X
Funding for Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance X
Operating Liability . X

1 1iforni . ] 13 : |

State law requires the preparation and certification of an

environmental document. The Sonoma.County Department of Public

Works prepared an EIR in September 1987. The EIR (SCH #87012010)

was prepared to address the closure of the landfill, the transfer

station, and amendments to the CoSWMP and County General Plan

related to the two facilities. Board staff provided comments on

the EIR on August 17, 1987. On October 6, 1987, the County Board

of Supervisors found the EIR to be adequate and certified the

document. On December 1, 1987, the County Board of Supervisors .

1Y
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approved the transfer station project and adopted the proposed
mitigation measures found in the EIR. In doing so, that Board
determined in Resolution No. 87-2217 that “overriding public
interests warrant approval of the project even though there are
unavoidable adverse impacts.” The impacts were related to noise
and traffic, both of which were identified as possible
significant impacts, if land uses in the adjacent area changed.

In 1997, the Department of Transportation and Public Works,
acting as lead agency, determined that the project (to increase
maximum tonnage to 450 tons per day) does not exceed the
parameters of the existing EIR and filed a Notice of Exemption
(category I) dated December 5, 1996.

With respect to the proposed changes at the transfer station,
Board staff believe that the only potential impact would be due
to an increase in traffic. The increased traffic is still within
the parameters of the analysis in the 1987 EIR.

The LEA has also indicated, that to the best of his knowledge, no
other changes have occurred with respect to the facility, that
there have not been any recent developments along Alexander
_Valley Road that contribute significantly to traffic on that
thoroughfare, and that there is no other information regarding
the project not known in 1987. Based on this information, staff
have determined that there is no new information regarding new
potential impacts, severity of known impacts, or effectiveness of
existing mitigation measures and that the 1987 EIR is adequate
and appropriate for CEQA compliance purposes in those areas in
which the Board has authority and responsibility.

2. Copsi {th S Mini Jard

At the time that this item went to-print, staff of the Board's
Enforcement Branch had not yet conducted a pre-permit inspection
of the site. It is anticipated that the results of this
inspection will be available before the Permitting and
Enforcement Committee Meeting.

e
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3. CIWMP Conformance

Sonoma County has an approved County Integrated Waste Management
Plan. ZFhe—Plan—was—approved-—by—theBeardonNovember35—3555—

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Because a revised Sclid Waste Facility Permit is being proposed,
the Board must either object or concur with the proposed permit
as submitted by the LEA.

At-the time that this item was being prepared, staff did not have
sufficient information to make a recommendation to the Board. It
is anticipated that more information, including staff’s
recommendation, will be presented at the Permitting and
Enforcement Committee meeting.

ATTACHMENTS :

1. Location Map

2. Facility Map -
3. Proposed Permit No. 49-AA-0245

Kl
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Prepared By: Davig Otsubgaﬁ\‘\\;\ Phone: 255-3303
Approved By: Suzanne Hambéeton Phone: 255-2453
Approved By: Don Dier, jrb‘?f q"'!{lq? _Phone: 255-2453

Approved By: Dorothy Rice Q, /{fL—f /}/b Z?? Phone: 255-24331

Legal Review: W Date/Time; ?//D_/q 7
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY |~™ ™=
49-AA-0245
me and Stresr Address of Tadlitv: 3. Name and Mailing Address of Operawr 4. Name and Mailing Address of Ownern:
Healdsburg Transfer Suadon Sanoma County Deparmment of
166 Aleander Valley Road Transportadon and Public Works Same 35 Opemator
Healdsburg, CA 95448 Integrated Waste Divisian
575 Administwaton Drive
Room 117A
Sanu Rasa. CA 95403
recifications:
rmitted Operations: [1 Composung Fadlity [] Procmsing Fadilicy
: : {mixed wastes)
[1 Compesung Facilicy X] Transier Station
(yard waste) '
[1 Landfill Disposai Site {1 Transiormadion Fadilicy
. . {) Mawrial Recovery Faglicy [] Other
ermitted Hours of Operation:

Congacz Operator - 5:30 am. to 6:00 p.m., 7 davswesk
Pubiic - 8:00 amn. o 5:00p.m. 7 davsivesk
Cosed on Holidavs: .New Year's Day, Easter, Labor Dav, Independence Day, Thanksgiving, and Chnisomas.

‘ermitted Tons per Operating Dawv: " Total: Elths TonsDav
ionnazardous - General : 450 TonyDay
lonnazardous - Sludge : ' 3] TonsDay
ionnazardous - Separated or comingied recvdabies N/g TonsDay
Jonhazardous - Other (See Section 14 of Pemit) N/A TonsDay
Jesignated {See Section 14 of Permit) ki TonsDav
<azardous (See Secdon 14 of Permit) 0 TonsDay

*Avesage daiiy loading 195 wpd: peak loading design capacicy 450 tpd

Pemitted Traffic Voiume: . Toual: 273 Maxmum Vehicles'Day
neoming waste maccriais 400 Venicles/Day
Jutgoing waste materials (for disposal) - Transfer mailers oz Venides/Day
Jutgoing mateviais from materiai recovery opesations - vard waste, tires, mezal. No Se; Lipnix Venicies/Dav

Kev-Design Parameters (Deailed parametess are shown on site aians bearing LEA and CTWMB vaiidadons):

Tryal | r:...f - B IV | L e |

mitted Area (in acres)

|
“ra 1 Td L l NTA . NSA
!

=ign Capacicy

ax Elevauon (Fu MSL)
ax. Depth (Fr. BGS)
umated Closure Date

1e permit is granted soiely to the operator named adove. and is not transieradle. Upon a change of operator. this permit is no longer valid. Further.
»0n a significant ¢change in design or operation ffom that described herein. this pesmit is subject w0 revocation or suspension. The attached findings and
-nditions are integral parts of this permit and supereede the conditions of anv oreviousiv issued solid waste fadlicv permits.

Approval: 7. Enforcement Agency Name and Address:
i County of Sonoma Deparanent of

Health Services

Approving Officar Signature _ Environmental Health Division
1030 Canter Drive, Suite A
Santa Rosa. CA. 95403.2067

Name/Tide '

. Received by CTWMB:  FER 4 3 1957 ) 9. OWMB Concurrence Date: .

.0. Permit Review Due Dare 11. Permit issued Dare:

3l
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SOLID WASTE  |™==z
FACILITY PERMIT

L

12,

Legal Description of Facility (attach map with RFT):
166 Alexander Valley Road, Healdshurg CA. 95448, Off Alexander Vallev Road. 1/4 mile east of Healdsburg Avenue, north of the city of

Healdsburg. AP #091-070-22, section 4 of Township 9N, Range 9W, Baseiine and meridian (MDB & D). Ladwde 38-38 - 30° -N, Longirude
122-51'-30°-W, .

13.

Findings:
& ‘This perrir is consistem with the County Wide Integrated Wasic Mansgement Plan, April 1996, (page 4-29 ). Public Resources Code. Section
50001.

b. This permit is consistent with sandards agoored by the Californis intzgrated Waste Menagement Board (CTWMEB). Public Resouress Code, Section
44010,

& The design and operztion of the facility is in compiiance with the Staze Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal as determined by
te LEA. .

d. The foliowing ocal fire prowection disticr has determined that the faciliry is in condormance with zoplicable fire sundams 2s required in Public
Resources Code, Section 44151 Ceyserville Volunteer Fire Department.

t. An enviroamental determinaton (Le. Notce of Determinagon) is filed with the St Clearinghouse for ail facilites which are not exemnpt from
CEQA and documents pursuent o Public Resourees Code. Section 21081.6.

£ A Notice of Caregorical Exemption from the requirements of the California Exvironmemmal Quality Act was postzd on Decembper 3, 1996.

g. The County Wide Integrawed Waste Management Plan has been approved by tis California Integrared Waste Management Board,

. Prohibidons:

The permites is prohipited from accepting any liquid waste sjudge, non-nazardous waste requiring special handling, designated wasts, or hazardous
waste uniess such waste is speeifically {isted below, and uniess the accrptance of such waste 18 authorized by aJ! appiicable permim.

The permines is additionally prohibited from the following irems:

DeadApimade  Liquid Wagte or Sludge Greate Trap Pymoings
jigzcrive W _Infestious Wacte Ash

Asperos —Designaed Wagnte | ~HBuming Wagte

Expipsives _Sepric Tank Pumpings




15. The following documents also describe and/or reqrics the operanion of this facility (insert document date in space):

[X} Repor of Facility loformazion Doz, 1996 X Contraz Agreemers - opermor Mzv ) 1080
and contracy
[Xj Land Use Permits ad Conditional Dec, 1 1987 [] Wase Discharge Requirements NIA__
Use Permits: Resolwion #87-2217 referenced in
February 24, 1988 leper from Planning Deparomen:
[1 Air Pollution Permits and Variznecss _N/4__ [] Local & County Ordinances NiA
X} EIR SCH 870120104 Ien. 2 1988 (] Final Closure & Post Closure N/A
Mauinenance Plan
[X] Nodce of Exermption AN
[} Lease Agreementss - owner and operator C_NA__ [X] Addendum #1 to May 2, 1989 Mgy 16, _19RQ
Conwact Agreement
[1 Pretiminary Closure/Post Closure Plan SNIA
[} Closure Financial Responsibility Domment N/a__ [X] Addendum #2 © M=y 2, 1989 2419
Cornrract Agreement
X Soewide General Indusmial Activities Qg 24 1002
Storm Weter Discharge Permit X} Contact agreement - iv 14
1D 41B495006103 . Operzor Contract
[¥] Morce of Iment for General Permit to No dute given
Discharge Storm Waer Associated with X1 Ammendment #1 to Juiy 14, 1989 Jan 4 19003
Industrial Activity, North Coast RWQCE o Contrac:

Order #91-13-DWQ

%3
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: Facility Permit Number:
SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT
49-A A-0245
16. Self Moniroring: :
a Results of all self-monitoring programs as described in the Report of Facility Informarion, will be
reported as follows:
Progrﬁm Reporting Frequency Agency Reported To
1. Monthly volume of both private and Upon request LEA
public vehicles using the site
2, Weight/volume of waste destined for Monthly LEA
disposal :
3. Eguipment down time . Upon request LEA
4 Waste water hauled Upon reguest LEA
3. Number of recvcle bins transoorted off Upon request LEA
site
6. Log of Special Occurrences. The Upon request ' LEA

operator shall maintain a daily log of
special occurrencss. These ocsurrances
include: fires, property damage,
accidents, explosions, incidents
regarding hazardous wastes. or other
unusual occurrences.

Results of bi-monthly hazardous Quarrerly LEA
materials scresning inspecrions ’

N
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY Facility/Permit Number:

PERMIT
49-AA-0245

17. LEA Condidons:

L The design and operation of this facility must comply with ail of the State Minimum Standards for
Solid Waste Handling and Disposal.

!J

. The design and operation of this faciiity must comptly with all Federal, State, and local requirements
and enactments.

L ¥} )

This permit supersedes the existing permit dared March 28, 1995,

4. Addirional informarion concerning the design and operation of this faciliry must be furnished upon
request of the enforcement agency.

5. This facility has an average daily loading of 195 tous per day and a peak loading design capacity of
450 tons per day.

6. This permit is subject 1o review by the enforcement agency, and may be suspended, revoked,
modified, or revised at any time for sufficient cause.

The grev water tank must be empued out and removed from the facility by a licensed septic tank
pumper when the tank is 2/3 full.

8. All separated marteriais shalil be placed in approved receiving containers.
9. Hazardous wastes recovered from the refuse shall be properly stored and removed from the premises
by a hazardous waste hauler, not less than every 90 days. All elements of the Household Hazardous

Waste Exclusion Program shall be operated in swict adherence to the requirements of the CCR Title
22, DHS guideiines SCDPW Generaror ID Numbper CAD 983597527,

10. - -All refuse delivered to-the facility is stored under roof and removed from the facility wirh_in 25 7hours.
1. Recyeling bins are removed when full or in iess than 90 days.

12, All equipment and facility noise abarements referred to in the EIR shall be adhered to.

13.  Wood and vard waste must be removed within 90 days, or when a recsiving container is full, which
ever occurs first. Yard waste shall be removed immediarely if odors or other nuisance conditions
exist. '

14. Recvcle bins used for hoiding tres, if not placed under the roof, must be covered during times of

precipitation to prevent the potental for mosquire breeding.

%5
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeﬁing
March 26, 19%7

AGENDA ITEM N2

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF A REVISED SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT
FOR CUMMINGS ROAD LANDFILL, HUMBOLDT COUNTY

I. COMMITTEE ACTION:

At the time this item was prepared, the Permitting and Enforcement
Committee had not yet made a recommendation or decision on this
item. Updated information from the time the Permitting and
Enforcement Committee agenda item was prepared are reflected in
this item by stxikeeut and underline. Attachment 3, Proposed
Permit No. 12-AA-0005, page 1, "Permitted Tons Per Day", has been
changed to specify the total amount of special waste that can be
accepted.

II. BACKGROUND:
Facility Facts

Name : Cummings Road Landfill
: Facility No. 12-AA-0005

Facility Type: Class III Landfill

Location: South end of Cummings Rd; 2 miles
southeast of the City of Eureka

Area Permitted: 100 acres; 31 acre landfill

Setting: Residential, Timber Production
Operational Active, 1978 Permit, operating under
Status: Notice and Order No. 97-01

Tonnage Permitted: 175 tons per day (tpd)

Tonnage Proposed: 500 tpd

Capacity: : 3,449,667 cubic yards (cy)

Design capacity of 3,449,667 cy;
approximately 1,165,667 cy remaining
{(10/95) ;. estimated closure in 2003

Operator/Owner: City Garbage Co. of Eureka, Inc., a
subsidiary of Norcal Waste Systems,
Inc., Michael Leggins, General Manager

Local Enforcement Humboldt County Health Dept.

Agency (LEA) : Environmental Health Div,
Dennis Kalson, Director

A
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Proposed Project:

The proposed permit is to allow for the following:

> Increase in tonnage from 175 tpd to 500 tpd

4 Specify a maximum elevation of 550 feet above MSL

> Specify the allowable daily total number of vehicles

> Add sewage sludge, ash, non-friable asbestos, small dead
animals, and fish waste

> Increase operating hours

> Change the closure date from 2007 to 2003

> Change landfill design

> Add environmental controls (drainage controls, liners,

leachate collection and removal system, methane gas
monitoring probes, collection and control system)

III. SUMMARY:

Site History
Cummings Road Landfill was originally operated as a burn dump in

the 1930’'s. In 1969, the site was converted from a burn dump to a
sanitary landfill. The Solid Waste Facility Permit was issued
September 1978, and allows 175 tons of non-hazardous solid waste e
per day. To address permit terms and conditions viclations, the
LEA issued Notice and Order No. 82-02 to the operator on September
2, 1992, The Notice and Order was revised June 8, 1993 (No. 93-
01) and April 11, 1996 (No. 96-01). Notice and Order 957-01 was
issued on February 20, 1997 to establish the conditions of
operation until a revised permit is issueéd and to address the
violation of Title 14 of the Californjia Code of Regulations, (14
CCR), Section 17258.23(a) (2), methane gas concentration in excess
of the lower explosive limit (LEL) for methane at the facility
boundary. This violation was documented during quarterly
monitoring of newly installed monitoring probes on November 1,
1996. Quarterly monitoring by the operator on February 3, 1997
‘'measured methane concentrations exceeding the LEL at all of the
gas monitoring probes. Notice and Order 9%7-01, in part, orders the
operator to install a landfill gas collection system which shall
be operatiocnal by October 30, 1997. Compliance with 14 CCR
17258.23{(a) (2) is required July 1,..1998.

Facility Degcription
The landfill is located two miles southeast of the City of Eureka

at the south end of Cummings Road. The majority of the land south,
east, northeast and west of the site is forested and zoned Timber
Production zone (TPZ). Residential areas extend up Pigeon Point

57 - ¢
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and Cummings Road to the north and northwest of the site. The
nearest residence is located approximately 600 feet to the north
of the site.

Municipal solid waste (MSW) from Humboldt County and incorporated
cities is delivered to the landfill by local refuse collection
services and commercial haulers. All vehicles delivering MSW must
contain loads greater than 10 tons. The landfill is not open to
the public. Loads of MSW under 10 tons and public self-haulers are
directed to transfer stations and county container sites. Solid
waste is either taken directly to the landfill or to the City
Garbage Company Transfer Station in Eureka (where the majority of
solid waste is handled) and then hauled to the landfill in
transfer trucks. A small number of commercial and industrial
vehicles transport waste directly to the landfill.

Waste received at the facility includes residential, commercial,

municipal, construction, demolition, non-hazardous ash from wood-
fired power plants, non-friable asbestos, fish waste, small dead

animals, sludge, and tires.

Environmental Controls

The August, 1996 Report of Disposal Site Information adegquately
describes site environmental controls for litter, odors, dust,
noise, gas, leachate, traffic, rodents, insects, fires and
exclusion of hazardous waste.

Resource Recovery Programs
No salvaging, volume reduction or recycling is currently conducted

at the landfill. Gravel, sand, rock and concrete are reused for
on-site rcad and tipping pad construction, and soil is reused for
daily or intermediate cover.

Iv. AMNALYSIS:

Reguirements for Concurrence with the Solid Waste Facilities
Permit: Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the

Board has 60 calendar days to concur in or object to the issuance
of a Solid Waste Facility Permit. Since the proposed permit for
this facility was received on February 21, 1997, the last day the
Board may act is April 22, 19%7. ._.

Board Staff have reviewed the permit application, proposed permit,
Report of Disposal Site Information, and other supporting
documentation and have found that the permit is acceptable for
Board’s consideration of concurrence. In making this
determination the following items were considered:
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12-AA-0005 Accept- | Unaccept- {To Be| Not |See Details

able able Deter- | Applic- { in Agenda
mined | able ltem

CIWMP Conformance (PRC 50001} X
CoSWMP Conformance {(PRC 50000) X
General Plan Conformance (PRC 50000.5) X
Consistency with State Minimum Standards X
Califomia Environmental Quality Act X

Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance Plan
Funding for Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance
Operating Liability '

In addition, Board staff offer the following analysis:

b Bl Bl Bl B

1. California Enviropmental Quality Act (CEQA

State law requires the preparation and certification of an
environmental document whenever a project regquires
discretionary approval by . a public agency. The LEA, acting
as Lead Agency, prepared a Negative Declaration (ND) and
submitted it to the Governor’'s Office of Planning and
Research (the State Clearinghouse} for distribution to
responsible agencies for review and comment (SCH No.
95073076). Board staff provided comments con the
environmental document on August 3, 1995. The document was
adopted by the lead agency on August 21, 1995. After
reviewing the environmental documentation for the project,
Board staff have determined that the ND is adequate and
appropriate for the Board’s use in evaluating the proposed
-permit. - - - - - o - -

2. Compliance with State Minimum Standards

The LEA and Board staff inspected the facility on Marxch 5.,
1997 and found it in compliance with State Minimum Standards,
except for the violation of 14 CCR 17258.23 (>5% by volume as
methane at the facility boundary}). See page 1, Site History,
for details regarding the Notice and Order issued by the LEA
to _the operator on February 27, 1997 to address this
violation.

V. - STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Because a revised Solid Waste Facility Permit is proposed, the
‘Board must either object to or concur with the proposed permit as

2 | ®
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submitted by the LEA. Staff recommend that the Board adopt Permit
Decision No. 97-27, concurring in the issuance of Solid Waste
Facility Permit No. 12-AA-0005.

VI. ATTACHMENTS:

1. Location Map
2. Site Map
3. Proposed Permit No. 12-AA-0005
4. Permit Decision No. 97-93
VII. APPROVALS: ¢
3" N
Prepared By: Sadie Galos ~7 . _ian Phone: 255-4163
L) L
Approved By: Cody Eeqlev/Don Dier \ Jr. Phone: 255-4165
.ﬂ .
Approved By: Dorothy Rice Hj- fo (g Phone: 255-2431

MQC-M .__Date/Time: ’Q'I[Iﬁ/c’-?—

. Legal Review:
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

1. Foacility/Pemmit Numbder: 12-AA0006"

2. Nsme and Street Addross of Facility: 3. Nemo and Maling Addresa of Operator:
Cummings Road Landfil} City Garbage Co. of Eureka, Ina.
5776 Cummengs Rood 049 West Hawthorme Boest
Euraka, CA 95503 Eureka, CA 95501

4. Narme and Maling Address of Qwnar:

Ciry Gerbags Co. of Eureks, Inc.
D49 Wast Hawthorne Stroe
Eurska. CA 95801

%. Specifiostions:

». Parmittad Operations: {
' [

Sundays Closed

¢. Pormittod Tons Por Oparating Dey:

Norn-Harardousg - Mixed municipal wastes and
dernolitian detwis

Special wastss

% NonrHazardous sludge/septegs {cee

17.0.10)

B Ash [gae 17.48.)

m Finh wastes

= Ahared tires

8 Asbostos {sse 17.4.11)

d. Permittad Tratfic Vohume:

Transter trucks

Conerota, rock, soil, and ssphatt trucka
e Other palid wasts velvcles (ash, fiah wostss,

saplage, cludga, ashcstos, tires)

Compasting Faciiity (mixed weste)
Composting Fastity tyerd waste)

Landfill Dizpocs) Bita

Mrterial Recovary Fecility

b. Penmitted Hours of Operation: Monday through Salurday 8:30 am to B:30 pm (during periods of Stendard Tima)
Manday through Sawurday 6:30 am t one hour botore sunset (during perieds of Daylight Smvings Tlmgi

Total:

4 Processing Fecttity

Il Transfer Station

11 Transformatian Faclity
n Othor:

500 Tona/Day maximum sl wpate cetagoras f
400 Tons/Day monthly average al! wasta

500 Tons/Day maximum

200 Tons/Day spacial wastas combined totat
and within Umits of applicable spacisl handling
procedures

Maximum 81 Vehiclos/Day

Maximum 28
Madmum 28
Maeximum 25

Total Digpoasl

L‘ «. Key design Paramstars {Detaled parameters are shown on site plans bearing LEA snd CIWMB validations):

Tranclar

MRF Compacting Trenstormation

Permitiad Area {in acres)

Design Cepacity (remaining as of October 1995)
Totel Dazign Capacity

Max, Boavation (Ft. MSL)
Lowest Dopth of Waste (FL. ML)
Estimatad Clowure Dete {August 1998 RDSDH

100 310

NA

NA NA - NA

Sy 2003

NA

NA NA NA

Upen a significent change in design or operstion from that dstaribed horaln, this pemmit is subjact to revocation of suspension. The atteched it
tindinge and conditions are Intcgl parts of this penmit end supsrsads the conditons of any proviously issued solid wests facllity permits.

P 1 4

8. Approvat:

Approving Officar Bignature

Dennis Kelson. Directar

7. Erforcemem Agency Name snd Addreas!

Humboldt County Haalth Department
Division of Environmentsl Mealth

108 H Sirent, Suite 100

Eurska, CA 85501

8. Received by CIWMA: Februsry 21, 1997

9. CIWMB Concurrence Duto:

E 10. Pasmit Reviaw Dua Dots:

"

. Perrmit lssus Dsto:

T RRI[=__—~

— ———
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SOL]D WASTE FAC"..'TY PERMIT Facility/Parmit Number: 12-AA-0005

12. Legal Description of Fecility (map included in RDSI):
NE 1/4 S5, TAN, R1E HBAM; 2 mi SE of Euraka st the end of Cummings Road {Latitude: 40°48°00° Longitude: 124°05°30")

13. Findings:

a, A County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP) was approved by the California intagrated Waste Management Board (CIWMBI on
January 22, 1997.

b. This permit is consistant with the CIWMP. Public Resources Code Section 50001.(a}1).
c. This permit is consistent with stendsrds adopted by the CIWMB. Public Resources Code, Section 44010.

d, The design and operation of the facility is in compiiancs with the State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling end Disposal as
detarmined by the Humbaldt County Division ot Environmantal Health (LEA) axcept for a viclation of 14 California Code of Regulations
Section 17258.23. (a}{2). The LEA has issuad a Notice and Order No. 97-1, dated February 20, 1997, to the operator which requires
complisnce with 14 CCR Section 17258.23, {8)(2) and specifies compliance dates for the implementation of corrective actions.

e, The California Departmant of Forestry {CDF), Humboldt Ranger Unit, has determined that the facility is in contormance with applicable fire
standards as required in Public Rasources Cods, Section 44151 (CDF letter and inspection report of 9/10/36}).

f. A Negative Declaration (SCH #35073076) was adopted on August 21, 1935, by the LEA acting as the lead agency. The environmental
document and Notice of Complation was filed with the State Clearinghouse on July 7, 1995, for the facility pursuant te Public Resources
Code, Section 21081.6.

14, Prohibitions:

The permittes is prohibited from accepting any hazardous, radioactive, medical, liquid, sludge, designated, or other wastes requiring special
treatment or handling, except as identifiad in the Report of Disposal Site Information (RDSI} and as epproved by the LEA and other federal,
state, and local agencies, .

The permittse may accept the following:

1. Non-hazsrdous wood ash.
2. De-watered sawage sludge from permitted sewage treatment plants.
3. Non-friable asbestos containing wasts.
4. Fish wastes from the fish processing industry.
5. Small dead animals.
6. Properly sitered waste tires,
7. De-watered domestic septic tank septage.
15. The foilowing documents also describe and/or restrict the operation of this facility:
Date: Date:
[X] Report of Disposel Site information Aug. 1996 [X] Solid Waste Disposal Agreemant, between Humboidt County and
operator Sept. 12, 1978
[X} Land Use Permits and Conditiens! Use Permita  Aug. 1979 [X] Waste Discharge Requirements 93-46 Aprii. 1993
[ 1 Air Pollution Parmits and Veriances [1 Local & County Ordinances
[X] Negative Declarstion July 7, 1995 " [] Fine!l Closure & Postciosure Maintenance Plans
[] Lease Agreements - owner and operator [X] Amsndment to RDSI Dec. 26, 1996
[X] Preliminary Closure/Post Closure Plan Aug. 1994 (X] Other {list): Toe Berm Stability Evaluation Dec. 3, 1996
[X] Closure Financial Responsibility Document Nov. 18, 1996 [X] Operating Liability ) Nov. 18, 1996

A | ®
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT

Facility/Permit Numbar:
12-AA-0005

186. Seif Monitoring:

a. Results of all seif-monitaring programs will be reported as follows:

Program

Reporting Frequency

Agency Reported To

Maintain records of the types and quantitiss of solid wastes received
and diverted, raportad in tons/day. Daily records shali be availebie to
the LEA upon reguest, Monthly summaries shall be completad and
submitted.

Maintain daily records of the type and number of vehicles using tha
facility por day. Daily records shell be available to the LEA upon
request. Monthly summaries shall be completed and submitted.
Results of water quality control monitoring, reporting, leachate
disposal, remediation, and reiated programs as specified by Waste
Discharge Reguirsments (WDRs) by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCR).

Winter Operations Plan as specified by WDRs issued by the RWQCB.

Results of the landfill gas monitoring program for on-site structures
and facility property boundary.

Topographic map showing all current fill locations and all cuts into
native materiai for the pravious year to the present date. )

Remaining refuse capacity and calculations report,

Maintain records of the types and quantities of hazardous, infectious,
tadioactive, or prohibited wastes found during screening of incoming
wastes and the disposition of these wastes.

Maintain a log of special, and/or unusual occurrencas.

Hazardous materieis business plan.

Quarterly *

Quarterly*

Quarteriy/Annually*

Annually*

Quarterly*
Annuslly*

Annually*

N/A

N/A

Annualiy or as required by
California statute and regulation

*reporting due by the 15th of the
month following the end of the
raporting period, or else when

due 8s specified by the
cantrolling ragulatory agency

LEA

LEA

LEA

LEA

LEA

LEA

LEA

Awvailable upon request

Available upon request

HCDEH Hazmat Unit




SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT Facility/Permit Number: 12-AA-0005

17. LEA Coenditions:

A, Raquirements:

1.

10.

1.

-12.
13.
14,

15,

Al

This facility shall comply with ail stats and local statutes and regulations for solid waste handling and disposal. The operator shall not
operate this facility without possession of all required permits and regulatory approvals., The operator shall inspact the site at laast once
each dsy of operation to ensure compliance with all spplicable standards/ conditions/ mitigation/ permits/ regulations.

The operator shail notify the LEA in writing [with proposed amendments to the Report of Disposal Site Information (RDS1)], at least one
hundred twanty {120) days in advance of proposed significant changes (as determined by the LEA), in the design/operation of the
tacility to sliow for early cansuitation, completion of ali required documents/ dus process review/ filing and the completion ot ali relatad
permitting processes. Such potification shall also include, but not limited to, changes (including new additions) of: processing/
composting, Daiing matenals yecovery tacility (MRF)/ transfer station and/or transformation facility, changes in parmitted hours/ days of
oparation, peimittad-tors/day pat category, permitted traffic volumes/day per category, permittad total ares, disposal footprint,
maximum slevation, maximum depth of waste, and/or estimated closure year,. which may be later proposed for this facility.

The operator shall maintain a copy of this permit at the facility so as to be availabie st all times to facility personnei and to regulatory
agencies.

This SWFP is subjsct to review by the LEA and may be suspendad, revoked or modified a1 any time for sufficient cause.

The LEA raserves tha righi ta suspend andfor modify operations st this facility when deemed necessary due to any emergency, potential
health hazard, and/ar public nuisance.

Additional information concerning the design and operation of this facility shall be furnished on request and within a time frame
specified by the LEA.

The operator shall properly maintain alil facility equipment and structures accordmg to the manufacturar’s specifications and good
enginaering/ maintenance practices.

The operator shall monitor the site in sccardance with the landfill gas monitoring plan to ensure that mathane gas concentrations do hot
exceed 25 percent of the lower explosive limit {LEL) within on-site structures and 100 percent of the lower explosive limit (LEL) at the
facility property boundery. Quarterly monitoring shall bs conducted sccording to the following schedule; January, April, July, and
October. Resuits of menitoring shall be submitted by the 15th of the month foliowing the month of the monitoring svant,

The operator shail sufficiently wat ash to minimize the creation of dust during the landfilling processes and inform heulers disposing ash
at the langfill of scceptance criteria that includes measures to minimize the craation of dust on Cummings Road as a result of hauling
ash to the landfill. The LEA may require additional measures if necessary to control dust, and to reduce employee exposure to dust. Ash
may not be stockpiled at the disposal sits without prior written approval from the RWQCE and the LEA.

The operator may accapt panially de-watared sludge from permitted municipal sewags. trestment plants and de-watered domestic sepuc
tank septage in quantities which maintain a daily minimum solid waste to sludge ratio of S:1 by weight, or as speclfmd by the RWQCR.~

Non-frisble esbestos-containing wastes {ACW) must be handled and disposed of in a manner consistent Cummings Road Lendfill/City
Garbage Company of Eurake asbestos acceptance poiicy, and with CIWMB/LEA policy and epplicable minimum standards. Landfill
personns| shall be trained in the proper handiing and special disposs! requirements of ACW. ACW shall be disposed of in a dedicated
location in the |landfill, and records of quantities and locations of digpoaal shall bs kept in the facility oparating records.

The operator shall comply with the hazardous waste screening program on page 78 and Appendix E Load Checking Program of the
August 1996 RDS!.

The aperator shall comply with the provisions of Health & Safety Code Chapter 6.5 (Hazardous Waste Control Law) and California Code
of Regulations Titie 22.

The operator has the responsibility to comply with CCR Tide 8, Seotion 3203 {OSHA Regulations} in the development of an lilness &
Injury Prevention Plan {lIPP) for the facility.

The operator has the responsibility to comply with all conditions and requiremsnts contained in the Waste Discharge Requirements,
Order No. 93-46, or any revised order(s), issusd by the RWQCB.




SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT - | FeciityPomic Number: 12440008

17. LEA Conditions continued:

B

1.

. Provisions:

By May 31, 1997, the operator shall submit an updated gas monitoring plen to incorporate recent changes and descriptive information
regarding gas generation and air emigsions as an amendmaent to the RDSI,

. By May 31, 1997, the operator shall submit plans tor the design and construction of 8 parrhanant lendfill gas collection and control
system, to the LEA, CIWMB, North Coast Unified Air Quatity Management District, and RWQCB for review and commant.

. By Septamber 1, 1997, the operator shall submit an updated topogrephical map including, but not limited to, revisions to the gas probe
monitoring network, sccurate locations of facility property boundaries, and changes in the topography for the toe berm and groundwater
diversion trench, as an amendmant to the RDSI.

. By Octobar 31, 1997, the operator shall hsve an operational landfill gas coilection and control system and submit an aperation and
maintanance procedures manual to the LEA, CIWMB, North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District, and RWQCB for review and
comment.

. By December 31, 1997, the opersior shall revise and resubmit the August 1994 Preliminary Closure snd Pastclosure Maintenance Plans
{Preliminary Plans) for 8 hew completeness review pursuant to 14 CCR Section 18271, The Preliminary Fians shall address conditions at
the site relevant to ciosure and postclosurs, such as the areas of landfill gas monitoring and control, corrective action, and anticipated
closure dste, which have changed significantly since the original pians were submitted. The Preliminary Plans shall be submitted to the
CIWMB, LEA, RWQCRE, and the Humboldt County Department of Public Works Solid Waste Division. If the gite is to cease receiving waste
within two yesrs, then Final Plans are due in lieu of Preliminary Plans.

. This permit supersedes the solid waste tacility permit 12-AA-0005 issued September 15, 1978,

{end of documant]

AN




ATTACHMENT 4

California Integrated Waste Management Board
Permit Decision No. 97-93
March 26, 1997

WHEREAS, City Garbage Company of Eureka, Inc., owns and
operates the Cummings Road Landfill; and

WHEREAS, the Humboldt County Division of Environmental
Health, acting as the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA}, identified
significant changes that had occurred at the site in the permit
review report dated July 19, 1995; and

WHEREAS, the LEA has submitted to the Board for its review
and concurrence in, or objection to, a revised Solid Waste
Facility Permit for the Cummings Road Landfill; and

WHEREAS, the LEA issued a Notice and Order on September 2,
1992, revised June 8, 1993 and April 11, 1996, to City Garbage
Company of Eureka, identifying violations of permit terms and
conditions, and requiring a permit revision; and

WHEREAS, the most recent joint CIWMB/LEA inspection,
conducted on March 5, 1997 documented that the site is currently
operating in compliance with State Minimum Standards for Scolid
Waste Handling and Disposal, except for violation of Title 14,
California Code of Regulations (14 CCR), Section 17258.23(a) (2),
Explosive Gases Control; and

WHEREAS, the LEA issued Notice and Order No. 97-01 to City
Garbage of Eureka, Inc., dated February 20, 1997, indicating
timelines for gas collection system installation and compliance
with 14 CCR 17258.23(a)(2); and

WHEREAS, the LEA determined that the Solid Waste Facility
Permit revision would include sewage sludge disposal; and

WHEREAS, the North Coast Regional Water Quality Contreol
Board issued Waste Digcharge Requirements, Order 93-46, on April
22, 1992, which allows the operator to dispose of sewage sludge;
and

WHEREAS, the LEA prepared a Negative Declaration in
compliance with the California EnvVironmental Quality Act (CEQA);
and

WHEREAS, staff have determined that the Negative Declaration
is appropriate for the Board's consideration of concurrence with
the issuance of the proposed permit; and

WHEREAS, the proposed permit is consistent with the project
description in the CEQA document; and



WHEREAS, the Board finds that all State and local
requirements for the proposed permit have been met, including
consistency with Board standards, and conformance with the County
Integrated Waste Management Plan, and .

WHEREAS, the Board finds that all of the State requirements
for the proposed permit have been met.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California
Integrated Waste Management Board concurs in the issuance of
Solid Waste Facility Permit No. 12-AR-000S.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of a resclution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on March 26, 1997.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler e
Executive Director

249 o
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 26,1997

AGENDA ITEM 43

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF A NEW MAJOR WASTE TIRE FACILITY PERMIT
FOR MODESTO ENERGY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP (MELP),
STANISLAUS COUNTY.

BACKGROUND:
Facility Facts

Name :

Facility Type:
Location:
Area:

Setting:

Operational
Status:

Proposed Permit
Capacity:

Proposed Permit
Area:

Operator/Owner:

Enforcement
Agency:

Proposed Projeckt

Application

Modesto Energy Limited Partnexrship
Facility No. 50-TI-0180

Major Waste Tire Facility
Westley
Stanislaus County

Rolling hills, surrounding area is open range

Active

4,000 tons Sum of Whole Waste Tires and
Tire Equivalents Stored at any
Time.

; acre

United American Energy Corp./Edward Filbin

California Integrated Waste Management Board

This item regards the issuance of a Major Waste Tire Facility
(WTF) Permit to authorize Modesto Energy Limited Partnership
(MELP) to receive and store waste tires on the Tire Delivery Area
at its Westley facility.
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SUMMARY :

Site History

Approximately 30 years ago Mr. Edward Filbin, a private landowner
in the western foothills of Stanislaus County near Interstate
Highway 5 in Westley, began accumulating waste tires discarded by
persons in the area. Tires were collected in a canyon
environment. The assumption was that someday waste tires would
become a valuable resource. Mr. Filbin’s business evolved into a
wagte tire pick-up serxrvice, serving businesses throughout the
state. Estimates of the number of waste tires in the stockpile
ranged as high as 40 million.

In 1985 Oxford Energy became a partner in the Modesto Energy
Limited Partnership (MELP) which acquired the rights to a
Eurcpean technology for burning waste tires to produce
electricity. MELP entered into an agreement with General
Electric and Mr. Filbin to site a waste tire-to-energy facility
at the Westley site. The undertaking involved the construction
of a $41 million tire incinerator to generate 14 megawatts of
electricity for sale to Pacific Gas and Electric. The facility
would burn approximately 15,000 waste tires per day, seven days a
week (about 5 million waste tires a year}. The facility was
permitted in l9bd by the Stanislaus County Air Pollution Control
District.

In 1987 Ecelogy Action Educational Institute Inc., et al., filed
a law suit against Edward Filbin, et al., in the Stanislaus
County Superior Court claiming that the Filbin waste tire
stockpile was a public nuisance. This lawsuit resulted in a
Stipulation and Judgement for Dismissal which settled the
"Attorney General/Ecology Action litigation." This stipulated
agreement established a schedule for reducing the size of the
waste tire stockpile. ,

In late 1992/early 1993 Oxford Energy declared bankruptcy. As a
result, UAE Energy Operations Corporation (UAE) was assigned as
the asset manager of MELP. Oxford Tire Recycling, a subsidiary
of Oxford Energy, continued managing the waste tire stockpile and
the waste tire. collection business. .

In June of 1994 Oxford Tire recycling (OTR) as the operator and
owner of the waste tire stockpile applied to the Board for a
Major Waste Tire Facility Permit.

At the March 28, 1996, Board Meeting the Board approved a Major
Waste Tire Facility Permit for Oxford Tire Recycling, Inc. This
permit did not include the area known as the Tire Delivery Area
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where waste tires are loaded into hoppers for conveyance to the
tire-to-energy plant.

Project Description

MELP’'s Waste Tira Facility is located in Westley, California,
near Interstate Highway 5. MELP seeks a Major Waste Tire
Facility Storage Permit to store up to 4,000 tons of whole waste
tires in the Tire Delivery Area, that have been collected from
businesses utilizing trailers. MELP currently removes waste
tires from OTR’'s permitted stockpile which are then lcaded onto
the hoppers/conveyor for transport to the waste tire-to-energy
facility. In the past OTR unloaded waste tires both in the
Delivery Area and its waste tire stockpile.

MELP intends to have independent haulers deliver tires to the
permitted area. MELP will move waste tires from the Tire
Delivery Area to the hopper/conveyor system for delivery to the
waste tire-to-energy facility.

Environmental Controls

Fire Prevention Measures - MELP has referenced the PD-91 Fire
Protection Agreement in their Operation Plan in lieu of
compliance with certain technical standards specified in Section
17351 (c) of the Regulations. The Regulations allow for this
substitution in Sections 17351(d). The County of Stanislaus, the
West Stanislaus Zounty fire Protection District, Edward Filbin,
and MELP are parties to this agreement. This agreement was
amended in 19895.

Vector Control Measures - The Turlock Mosquito Abatement District
recommended that any vector control measures be waived at this
time.

Facility Access and Site Security - MELP has perimeter fencing
and locked gates An attendant is present 24 hours a day, seven
days a week. Access roads will accommodate emergency vehicles.

Storage of Waste Tires - The configuration of the stockpile does
not conform to.the reguirements contained in.the Waste Tire
Storage and Disposal Standards contained in Article 5.5 of the
State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal.
The Waste Tire Storage and Disposal Standards, section 17354 (c),
allows the local fire authority having jurisdiction over a
facility to set stockpile configuration and spacing requirements
different from those specified in section 17354 (a) and (b).
Section 17354 (e) requires approval by the local fire authority of
mitigating measures if waste tires at an existing facility are
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stored on surfaces with grades that will interfere with fire
fighting equipment or personnel. The amended PD-91 Fire
Protection Agreement satisfies Sections 17354 (c) and (e).
ANALYSIS:.

Requirements for Issuance of a Major Waste Tire Facility Permit

MELP submitted an application for a new Major Waste Tire Facility
Permit to the Board on September 23, 1996, in accordance with
California Code of Regulations Section 18423({(a). On October 22,
1996, Board staff rejected the application as being incomplete.
On February 14, 1997, MELP resubmitted their application in
response to stafr’s October 22 letter. The application was again
rejected for incoumpleteness on February 28, 1997. On March 13,
1997, MELP submitted additional information concerning their
application. ©On March 14, 1997, staff requested clarification
regarding some of the latest information submitted. On March 18,
1957, Board staff deemed MELP’s application complete.

Pursuant to Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations,
Section 18425(a}, Board staff has 180 calendar days from the date
the application is deemed complete to recommend approval of a
Major or Minor Waste Tire Facility Permit or to recommend denial
before the Board. The 180 calendar days will expire on September
14, 1997.

Key TIsgsues

Proposed. Permit Area-- - - -

MELP's application is for the permitting of approximately 1 acre,
known as the Tire Delivery Area. This 1 acre is a leasehold that
MELP has acquired in the area of the hoppers and tire feed
conveyor. ‘

Proposed Permit Capacity
MELP has applied for the storage of 4,000 tons of waste tires.
Closure Costs

Section 18431 of the Regulations requires the applicant for a new
major waste tire facility permit to submit a completed Closure
Plan as part of their application. The Closure Plan (form CIWMB
504 (10/92) requires that the operator provide a written estimate
of the cost of hiring a third party to close the major waste tire
facility in accordance with Part C of the Closure Plan. The
closure cost estimate is the sum of the costs for transportation,
loading, administration, and security, plus any destination
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charges. This total cost is then multiplied by a factor of 1.2
(20 percent contingency).

MELP’s March 13 submittal included a total closure cost estimate
of $200,000 for shredding on site and hauling to Keifer Landfill.
On March 19 staff met with representatives of MELP to discuss
their closure costs. On March 20 MELP submitted a new estimate
for disposal at Keifer Landfill (Option B), as well as, an
additional option for transporting whole tires to Wenbury
Environmental Company (Wenbury) in Merced (Option A). These two
closure cost estimates are presented in Attachment 2. MELP’s new
estimates for Keifer Landfill and Wenbury are $243,770 and

$196, 680, respectively.

Section 18441 ol the Regulations states that in closing a waste
tire facility, waste tires must be removed to a destination
facility (s} approved by the Board in the Closure Plan.
Destination facilities eligible for approval by the Board shall
include one or more of the methods delineated in section 42821 (b)
of the Public Resources Code, including pyrolysis; shredding and
landfilling; energy production through incineration, etc. Short
of Board approval at the time of closure, the use of Keifer
Landfill is consistent with section 42821 (k). In addition, staff
has evaluated tha cost estimate for the disposal at Keifer
landfill of $243 770, and has found the cost estimate to meet the
closure requirements of Article 6 of the Waste Tire Fac111ty
Regulations.

Staff does not believe, however, that the use of a stocorage
facility, such as Wenbury, is acceptable for determining the
closure cost. Storage is not one of the methods presented in
PRC section 42821(b). Section 18441 of the Regulations does
allow for intermediate storage of waste tires for up to 90 days
with documentation of the final method of disposal. Although
intermediate storage is allowed during the final closure, staff
does not believe that a storage facility should be used for the
basis for estimacing closure cost.

If MELP's closure cost is based on disposal at Keifer Landfill
and the actual cost of closure is less, the excess money in the
closure fund will be released to MELP upon Board approval of the
closure of the major waste tire facility. This. cost savings
could be due to using an intermediate storage facility, as long
as the final disposition of the waste tires complies w1th Section
18441 and is approved by the Board.
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Financial Assurance

Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Division 7,
Chapter 6, Article 9, "Financial Assurance Requirements for
Closure of a Major Waste Tire Facility", requires operators of
major waste tire facilities to demonstrate adequate financial
ability to conduct closure activities. The financial assurance
demonstration presented for this facility is a Trust Agreement
{Agreement) . The Agreement meets the requirements of 14 CCR,
section 18474. MELP has deposited $200,000 into the trust fund
to cover the closure cost estimate for the facility as proposed
by MELP. When the cost estimate is approved and the Agreement is
funded to equal the approved estimate, the Agreement will meet
the requirements of 14CCR, Section 18474.

14 CCR, Division 7, Chapter 6, Article 10, "Financial
"Responsibility for Operating Liability Claims of Major Waste Tire
Facilities", requires operators of major waste tire facilities to
demonstrate adequate financial ability to compensate third
parties for bodily injury and property damage caused by facility
operation. The financial responsibility demonstration presented
for this facility is a Certificate of Liability Insurance
(Certificate). The Certificate assures primary coverage of
$2,000,000 annual aggregate for the facility. The Certificate
meets the requirements of 14 CCR, section 18491.

FINDING

Staff have reviewed the application and supporting documentation
and have found that the application is in compliance with Chapter
6 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations. In making
this determination the following items were considered:

1. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

State law requires the preparation and certification of an ’
environmental document whenever a project regquires

discretionary approval by a public agency unless the project

is for the permitting of an existing waste tire facility

which complies.with Public Resources .Code . Section. 42812,

There has been no substantial change in the design or
operation of the facility between January 1, 1990 and the
date the application was filed. Therefore, bivision 13 of
the Public Resources Code commencing with section 21000 does
not apply to the issuance of a Major Waste Tire Facility.
Permit for the subject facility, pursuant to PRC section
42812. Hence the CEQA requirements are met.
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2. Congistency with State Minimum Standards and the Operation
- Plan

Sections 17351(d) and 17354 (c) of the Waste Tire Storage and
Disposal Standards contained in Article 5.5 of the State
Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal
allows the local fire authority having jurisdiction over a
facility to set fire prevention measures and stockpile
configuration and spacing requirements different from those
specified in the Regqulations. The Standards also require
approval by the local fire authority of mitigating measures
if waste tires at an existing facility are stored on
surfaces with grades that will interfere with fire fighting
equipment or personnel. The new PD-91 Fire Protection
Agreement approved by the West Stanislaus County Fire
Protection District satisfies the above requirements.

3. Reduction/Elimination Plan

The Closure Plan submitted by the operator satisfies the
requirement for the Reduction/Elimination Plan.

4, Emergency Regponse Plan

e The Emergency Response Plan submitted by the operator has
been reviewed by staff and has been determined to meet the
Major Waste Tire Facility Permitting requirements of 14 CCR
18434.

5. Closure Plan

The Closure Plan submitted by the operator for disposal at
Keifer Landfill at a cost of $243,770 (Option B) has been
reviewed by staff and has been determined to meet the Major
Waste Tire Facility Permitting requirements.

6. Financial As;surance

California Code of Regulation (CCR) Section 18431 (g)
requires major waste tire facility operators to comply with
financial assurance requirements of 14 CCR Article 9
(Closure) .and. . Article 10 (Operating.Liability).. MELP has
met the requirements for operating liability; the financial
assurance reguirements for closure costs of $243,770 will be
met when the original Trust Agreement and documentation of a
current market value of $243,770 are received by the Board.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The Major Waste Tire Facility Permit application for MELP,
Facility No. 50-TI-0180, was deemed complete on March 18, 1997.
A detailed review and pre-permit inspection of the site has been
performed by Board staff. The design and operation of MELP'’s
facility has been determined to comply with the Board’s Waste
Tire Storage and Disposal Standards. The closure cost in the
Closure Plan of $243,770 for disposal at Keifer Landfill meets
the closure requirements in the Regulations. The financial
assurance requirements for closure costs of $243,770 will be met
when the original Trust Agreement and documentation of a current
market value of $243,770 are received by the Board.

Staff, therefore, recommends that the Board adopt Permit Decision
No. 97-94 for the issuance of Major Waste Tire Facility Permit
No. 50-TI-0180 to Modesto Energy Limited Partnership.

ATTACHMENTS :

1. Site Map

2. Closure Cost Estimates

3. Permit Decision No. 97-94
4. Draft Permit

|

Prepared by: Tom Micﬁﬁ Phone: 255-2361

255-2453

4“1
Reviewed by: Don’ 4& ___ Phone:

Approved by: 255-2431

[t S Ob pried
Legal Review: Legal [ Phone: 255-23268%




Attachment 1

MELP WASTE TIRE SITE

CALIFORNIA

WESTLEY,
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ATTACHMENT 2

PART A:_CLOSURE COST ESTIMATE - OPTION A

The Option A closure cost estimate is based upon transportation of whole tires to the Wendbury
Environmental Company, Ltd. located at 2047 Grogan Avenue, Merced, CA 95340 (209-385-
8570.

Disposal cost of whole tires (includes unloading,
see attached quote): $100,000

Transportation Cost (assumes 200 loads @$60/hour,
for 3 hours based on 55 highway miles between facilities): $36,000

Loading cost assumes loader rental from US Rents
at $6000 per month and a qualified operator at $35/hour,

see attached invoices for previous costs paid by MELP): $13.000
Subtotal: $149,000

Administrative cost @ 10%: $14.900
Subtotal: ‘ $163,000

Adding 20% contingency: - $32.700
Total: $196,680

This estimate assumes that an outside party will be brought in to load tires on the Tire Delivery
Area. This cost can remain relatively low due to the following: 1) tires in the Delivery Area are
stored on flat ground and easily accessible, 2) there is sufficient space to maneuver loading
equipment, and 3) there is an existing road next to the tires which would facilitate loading and
truck traffic.

In the event the facility is permanently shutdown, existing security personnel will necessarily
have to remain in place in order to complete other facility closure requirements such as pond
closure and general dismantlement. Therefore, there will be no need for outside security costs.
MELP, in conjunction with its lenders, has set aside money to be used in the event of plant
closure, including security provisions.
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The Option B closure cost estimate is based updn transportation of shredded tires to the Kiefer
landfill located at 12701 Kiefer Boulevard in Sacramento, CA (916-363-5330).

Disposal cost of shredded tires (see attached cost sheet) : _ $84,000

Transportation Cost (assumés 200 loads @$60/hour,

180 miles round trip, 4.5 hours): ' $54,000
Shredding and loading cost (per quote from
M B Opportunities): $46.670
Subtotal: $184,670
Administrative cost @ 10%: $18.470
Subtotal; $203,140
Adding 20% contingency: $40,630
Total: ‘ $243,770

This estimate assumes that an outside party will be brought in to shred and load tires on the Tire

Delivery Area for approximately $12/ton. This cost can remain relatively low due to the e
following: 1) tires in the Delivery Area are stored on flat ground and easily accessible, 2) there is

sufficient space to maneuver loading equipment, and 3) there is an existing road next to the tires

which would facilitate loading and truck traffic.

_ In the event the facility is permanently shutdown, existing security personnel will necessarily - -

have to remain in place in order to complete other facility closure requirements such as pond
closure and general dismantlement. Therefore, there will be no need for outside security costs.
MELP, in conjunction with its lenders, has set aside money to be used in the event of plant
closure, including security provisions. )




Attachment 3

California Integrated Waste Management Board
Permit Decision No. 97-94
March 26, 1997

WHEREAS, Apwroximately 30 years ago discarded waste tires
were being accumulated by a private landowner in the western
foothills of Stanislaus County. This business evolved into a
waste tire pick-up serxrvice, serving businesses throughout the
state; and

WHEREAS, Estimates of the number of waste tires in the
waste tire stockpile ranged as high as 40 million; and:

WHEREAS, In 1985 Oxford Energy became a partner in the
Modesto Energy Limited Partnership (MELP) which acguired the
rights to technology for burning waste tires to produce
. electricity. MELP entered into an agreement to site a waste
tire-to-energy facility at the Westley site. The facility was
permitted in 1988 by the Stanislaus County Air Pollution Control
District;.and ,

WHEREAS, In late 1992/early 1993 Oxford Energy declared
bankruptcy. As a result, UAE Energy Operations Corporation (UAE)
was assigned as the asset manager of MELP. Oxford Tire
Recycling, a subsidiary of Oxford Energy, continued managing the
waste tire stockpile and the waste tire collection business; and

WHEREAS, Oxford Tire Recycling, Inc., (OTR) has been issued
a Major Waste Tirve Facility Permit (No. 50-TI-0010) for the
waste tire stockpile, with one exception being the approximate
one acre area known as the "Tire Delivery Area" located in the
vicinity of the hoppers/conveyor system that supply fuel to the
tire-to-energy facility; and

WHEREAS, MELP submitted an application for a new Major Waste
Tire Facility Permit to the CIWMB on September 23, 1996 for the
Tire Delivery Area. MELP was required to submit additional
information before the application could be deemed complete. The
application was deemed complete on March 18, 1997; and

WHEREAS, There has been no substantial change in the design
or operation of the facility between January 1, 1990 and the date
the .application was filed and pursuant to. Public Resources Code
Section 42818 no environmental review is necessary; and

WHEREAS, CIWMB staff reviewed the application and inspected
the facility for consistency with the standards adopted by the
CIWMB; and '

WHEREAS, the Waste Tire Storage and Disposal Standards of
the State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal



allows the local fire authority having jurisdiction over a
facility to set fire prevention measures and stockpile
configuration and spacing requirements different from those
specified in the Regulations. The Standards also require
approval by the local fire authority of mitigating measures if
waste tires at an existing facility are stored on surfaces with
grades that will interfere with fire fighting equipment or
personnel. A new PD-91 Fire Protection Agreement approved by the
West Stanislaus County Fire Protection District satisfies the
above requirements; and

WHEREAS, The closure cost of $243,770 in the Closure Plan
(Option B) meets the requirements of Article 6 of the Waste Tire
Facility Permitting Regulations; and

WHEREAS, The financial assurance demonstrations for closure
costs and operating liability associated with this facility meet
the requirements of Articles 9 and 10 of the Wastée Tire Facility
Permitting Regulations.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California
Integrated Waste Management Board finds that the application is
in compliance with the requirements for a Major Waste Tire
Facility Permit and, therefore, recommends issuance of a Major
Waste Tire Facility Permit to Modesto Energy Limited Partnership,
No. 50-TI-018B0. . .

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true, and correct copy of a resoclution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on- March 26, '1997. ~ T T

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director



ATTACHMENT 4

WASTE TIRE FACILITY PERMIT

1. Facllity/Permit Number:

50-T1-0180

Name and Street Address of Facility:
‘desto Energy Limited Partnership
a.k.a., MELP

4549 Ingram Creek Road
Westley, CA 95387

3. Name and Mailing Address of Operator:

UAE Energy Operations Corporation
2420 Camino Ramon, Suite 101 -

San Ramon, CA 94583

4. Name and Mailing Address of Owner:

Edward and Mary Etta Filbin
c/o Nomellini & Grilli

P.O. Box 1461

Stockton, CA 95201

5. Specifications:

a. Permit Type: -

b. Permit Action:

¢. Facility Status:

-

. Permitted Capacity:

e. Permitted Storage Area (acres):

[x] New Permit

{1 Permit Modification

[x] Existing

[x] Major Waste Tire Facility [] Minor Waste Tire Facility

[] Proposed

[] Permit Revision

DRAFT

[] Five (5) Year Permit Renewal

4,000 Total Number of Tons of Whole Waste Tires am'_l Tire Equivalents Stored at any Time.

The permit is granted solely to the operator named above, and is not transferable. Upon a change of operator or owner, this permit is no
longer valid. Further, upon a significant change in design or operation from that described herein, this permit is subject to revocation or
suspension. The attached permit findings and conditions are integral parts of this permit and supersede the conditions of any previously

qed waste tire facility permits.
pproval:

Authorized Officer of CMVMB

Name

Title

7. Enforcement Agency Name and Address:

California Integrated Waste Management

Board

8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramento, CA 95826 :

Frequency of Inspection by Enforcement Agancy:
Annually

8. Date Applicaticn Received:
March 17, 1997

8. Date Application Deemed complete:
March 18, 1997

10. Permit Issued Date:

11. Permit Application Renewal due Date:

12. Expiration Date:

State of California
CIWMB-80 (5/94)

Page 1 of 4




WASTE TlRE FAC'L'TY PERM'T Facility/Permit Number:
50-TI-0180

13. Legal Description of Facility:

Latitude 37°33'N  Longitude 121°18'W Solyo USGS Quad Section 28, Township 4S, Range 6E, Assessor’s parcel number
161809 of County designated PD-91 leasehold as of September 1, 1995. The waste tire facility, MELP (Tire Delivery Area), is
defined as areas E2 and F2 in the November 2, 1995, report entitled Oxford Scrap Tire Site Volume Study, Westley, California,
prepared by Psomas and Associates ‘

14. Findings:

a. This permit is consistent with standards adopted by the California.!ntegratéd Waste Management Board (CIWMB).

b. The design and operation of the facility is in compliance with the Waste Tire Storage and Disposal Standards
applicable to waste tire facilities. .

c. There has been no substantial change in the design or operation of the facility between January 1, 1990 and the date the

application was filed. Therefore, in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 42812, an environmental review
was not performed for the issuance of this waste tire facility permit .

DRAFT—

15. The foliowing documents also describe and/or restrict the operation of this facility:

Date Date

[x} Application for Waste Tire Facility Permit nwez i1 Contract Agreements
) tand Use Permits and Conditional [x] Operation Plan : 317/97

Use Permits
[1 Air Pollution Permits and Variances [l Local & County Ordinances
Ix] EIR or Negative Declaration anzme  [x] Environmental Information Form N7m7
[x] Lease Agreements - owner and operator 12/28/85 [x ] Emergency Response Plan ’ 3Nzl7
[x] Closure Plan l 317197 [x] Reduction/Elimination Plan inzez
[x] Closure Financial Responsibility Document 3/13/97  [x] ) ngr_ating Liability Document } 10/15/96
[x] o Local FI—I'E Auth;:a'rin; Ag;eement- - o 8/25/95 [] Onther (list);
[x] Vector Control Agreement 1/13/95

16. Conditions:

1. The design and operation of the facility shall comply with both the Waste Tire Storage and Disposal Standards contained in
Article 5.5 of the State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal and the 1995 PD-91 Fire Protection
Agreement. In the event there is a conflict with regard to an issue addressed in both of the above documents, the PD-91 Fire
Protection Agreement will take precedence. The permittee shall also comply with all of the permitting requirements in Title 14,
California Code of Regulations, Division 7, Chapter 6, entitled "Permitting of Waste Tire Facilities."

2. In the event of a fire or other.emergency.that may have potential significant.off-site effects, the. permittee shall notify the
CIWMB by telephone call to the Deputy Director, Permitting and Enforcement Division, at (916) 255-2431, within 24 hours of
the onset of the emergency. '

3. Upon presentation of proper credentials, the Local Enforcement Agency, CIWMB staff, or an authorized agent of the
CIWMB, shall be allowed to enter the permitted facility during normal operating hours to examine and copy books, papers,
records, or memorandum, to take photographs of the tire storage area, and to conduct inspections and investigations pertaining
to the facility.

®

State of California . Page 2 of 4
CIWMB-80 (9/94)



WASTE TIRE FACILITY PERMIT Facility/Permit Number:
50-TI-0180

. Conditions: (continued)

4. Upon request, a copy of the current permit shall be made available to the CIWMB or an autDRAEe ].agem of the
CIWMB during an inspection of the facility.

5. The permittee shall maintain a copy of the approved Emergency Response Plan at the facility. At the time of permit issuance
the permittee shall forward a copy of the approved Emergency Response Plan to the local fire authority. The Emergency
Response Plan shall be revised as necessary to reflect any changes in the operations of the waste tire facility or requirements of
the local fire authority. All emergency phone numbers shall be updated immediately. The local fire authority and the CIWMB
shall be notified of any changes to the plan within 30 days of the revision.

6. All federal, state, and local permits or approvals referenced in this permit shall be maintained in force during the term of the
permit. In the event any permit or approval is modified during the term of the permit, the permittee shall notify the CIWMB in
writing within 30 days of the change and include copies of any renewed or modified permits or approvals. In the event any
permit or approval is suspended or revoked, or expires during the term of the permit, the permittee shall notify the CIWMB in
writing within 5 working days of the suspension, revocation or expiration, and include copies of the pertinent documents with the
notification.

7. The permittee shall submit to the CIWMB an updated Closure Plan (Part B), Form CIWMB 504 (10/92) as specified in
section 18442 of the California Code of Regulations, at least 120 days prior to the anticipated closure of the facility.

8. In the event of an unscheduled permanent closure, the permittee shali unplement the most recently approved closure plan
within 30 days of ceasing facility operations. . :

9. The permittee shall file amendments to the Operation Plan whenever necessary to keep the information contained in it current.

10. This permit does not release the permittee from their responsibility under any other existing laws, ordinances, regulations, or
statutes of other government agencies.

1. The terms and conditions of this permit may change as a result of a revision of the CIWMB’s statutes or regulations.
12. The financial responsibility requirements in this permit do not limit the liability of the permittee of this facility.

13. The permittee must notify the CIWMB of rebeipt of waste tires from unregistered haulers within 48 hours of delivery.
Section 18461 of Title 14 of the California Code of regulations identifies the information required to be reported to the CIWMB.

14. The permittee shall notify the CIWMB in writing no less than 30 calendar days prior to MELP’s intended permanent closure.
MELP shall cease accepting deliveries of all waste tires to the waste tire facility no less than 30 calendar days prior to MELP’s

" intended permanent closure. The permittee must ellmmate the stockpile of waste tires prior to permanent closure of MELP.

15. The permittee shall notify the CIWMB in writing no less than 10 working days prior to any negotiated or scheduled shut
down of the MELP facility, other than permanent closure, if the shut down is anticipated to be equal to or greater than two weeks
in duration.

16. The permittee shall notify the CIWMB in.writing within-24 hours in_the event that MELP-is shut down for reasons other than
a negotiated or scheduled shut down, if the shut down is reasonably expected to have a duration equal to or greater than two
weeks,

17. 1f MELP ceases operations for more than 60 days, the permittee must eliminate the stockpile of waste tires within 90 days of
MELP's cessation of operations . :

State of California Page 3 of 4
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Facility/Permit Number: : r

50-T1-0180
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18. The waste tire facility boundaries shall be clearly delineated and permanently marked to ensure the ability to readily
differentiate the waste tire facility from the adjacent areas. Effective permanent markers shall be placed at the boundaries of the
waste tire facility within 10 days of issuance of this permit. The design of the permanent markers shall be determined in

consultation with CIWMB staff.

WASTE TIRE FACILITY PERMIT

19. The permittee shall prepare a facility status report identifying the current size of the waste tire stockpile, financial assurances
for the facility, a report on the progress of negotiations with Pacific Gas & Electric and MELP’s forecast of the continued
operation of the MELP facility beyond September 1997. The facility status report will be prepared for presentation at the
CIWMB Permitting and Enforcement Committee’s August 1997 meeting. ‘MELP’s facility status report may be considered by
the CIWMB during August 1997. Future updates beyond August 1997 shall be prepared by the permittee as directed by the

CIWMB Permitting and Enforcement Committee,

State of California Page 4 of 4
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 26, 1997

AGENDA ITEM dS

.ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF SITE(S) FOR REMEDIATION UNDER THE
WASTE TIRE STABILIZATION AND ABATEMENT PROGRAM

I. COMMITTEE ACTION

As of the date that this item went to print, the Permitting and
Enforcement Committee had not made a recommendation or decision
on this item.

IT. SUMMARY

Implementation of the .Waste Tire Stabilization and Abatement
Program was approved by the Board on August 31, 1994. Public
Resources Code (PRC) section 42846 authorizes the Board to expend
money from the California Tire Recycling Management Fund to
perform any cleanup, abatement, or remedial work reguired to
prevent substantial pollution, nuisance, or injury to the public
health or safety at waste tires sites where responsible parties
failed to take appropriate action as ordered by the Board. The
Board has approved an $800,000 contract (1994/95 fiscal year
encumbrance) for the stabilization and abatement of illegal waste
tire sites.

The site being considered for remediation efforts is known as the
Tri-County Waste Tire Site in Exeter. This site has been
identified as the third largest site in California. In July 199s,
the Board approved $25,000 for stabilization measures at the
site. Stabilization measures identified were perimeter fencing,
discing the property of weeds and brush, and determining if
additional water would be needed on site in the event of a fire.
Perimeter fencing has been repaired by the property owner. At
this time no discing/mowing is necessary.

Staff are currently seeking property access for ten sites and
will be remediating the Pete Navarro site this month. Depending
on how successful we are in gaining access to sites, there could
be over $200,000 remaining in the existing contract with Sukut.
This contract will end in June.

Staff proposes to expend any remaining funds in the Sukut

contract to begin removing whole tires and/or shreds in an effort
to create fire breaks in the enormous piles. Full remediation
efforts could continue in future fiscal years as funding is
available for remediation. The waste tire site is described in
more detail in Attachment 1. 3QQ
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ITI. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE/BOARD ACTION -

The Board is currently funding remediation of illegal waste tire
sites with the $800,000 contract (FY 1994/95) for the
stabilization and abatement of illegal waste tire sites. In
November 1996, the Board approved additional funding for the
1996/97 fiscal year contract for the stabilization and abatement
of illegal waste tire sites. Staff is presently preparing the
Request For Qualifications (RFQ) to encumber 1996/97 monies.

IVv. REMEDIATION ACTIVITY

Seven sites have been remediated by the Waste Tire Stabilization
and Abatement Program. Remediation of one site is in progress.
Below is a summary of the remediation efforts:

Name of Site Tone Removed Invoice PTE*
Harris Dismantling 263.39 tons S 33,068 $ 1.25
Williams Street ' 433.21 tons S 48,647 $1.12
Hale Street 92.13 tons S 14,970 $ 1.62
Watts Street 892.60 tons 5113,885 $1.27
Perris/Wildomar 2,433.59 tons $198,404 $ .79
Sunset 877.52 tons $ 67,030 s .76
Pete Navarro in progress $ 81,134 (work order)

Total 4,992.44 tons $557,138

*Passenger tire equivalent (PTE)

Ten sites are pending property access for remediation at this
time. Eleven sites have been remediated by the property owners or
responsible parties. These sites were cleaned without the Board
expending any contractual remediation funds.

Additionally, two other sites are pending stabilization (measures
to prevent a fire from getting to the waste tire pile). Staff is
pursuing property access on these sites.

V. OPTIONS FOR THE COMMITTEE/BOARD

Committee members may decide to:

1. Approve the site as recommended by staff.
2. Direct staff to provide additional information at a
future Permitting and Enforcement Committee meeting. .

nl
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VI. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board approve the site described in
Attachment 1 for remediation under the Waste Tire Stabilization
and Abatement Program.

VII. ANALYSIS

The staff review process for sites submitted for approval include
the following actions:

1. Research of Board records to determine site ownershlp
and possible responsible parties.

2. Conduct a site wvisit, take photographs, make a rough
determination of the quantities of waste tires and
prepare a preliminary cost estimate for recommended

action.

3. Issue a Letter of Violation, a Clean Up and Abatement
Order, and refer to Administrative Hearing where
_appropriate.

Site selection is based on many criteria, including the severity
of the problems and surrounding land uses. The site proposed in
_this item was selected based on investigation of many sites
throughout the state. This site represents a threat to public
health and safety or the environment.

Stabilization is designed to reduce an unmanageable risk to
public health and the envirconment to a manageable risk through
breaking the tire pile into manageable units; developing fire
fighting plans, :including fire fighter access to areas in and
around the site; providing for mosguito contrel; and providing
security to prevent pile growth, deter arson, and provide early
detection of any fires. 1If tires are to be removed from the
site, the destination and any processing that will be necessary
will be specified. If tires are to be relocated on the site, the
new location, method of movement, and any processing that will be
necessary will be included. -

Abatement entails the elimination of a waste tire stockpile. The
ultimate objective of the Board’s waste tire program is total
abatement of the sites that come under PRC Section 42846 (a);
however, depending on the funds available and the need for prompt
action to prevent substantial pollution, nuisance, or injury to
the public health or safety, some sites may be stabilized prior
to abatement by utilizing remedial activities.

n
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VIII. EBACKGROUND

To address the issue of the growing accumulation of waste tires
in landfills and stockpiles around the state and to promote the
recycling of waste tires, Assembly Bill 1843 (Brown, Statutes of
1989) was signed into law in 1989. The passage of AB 1843
enacted, in part, a major environmental regulatory program to ‘
control the storage and disposal of waste tires. AB 1843, (later
recodified by SB 937) required persons who store more than 500
waste tires at a specific location to register their stockpiles
with the Board and required the Board to adopt emergency and
final regulations for the permitting of waste tire facilities
{WTF) .

The Board adopted Emergency WTF Permitting Regulations followed
by Final Regulations (Title 14, Division 7, Chapters 3 and 6,
California Code of Regulations), which became effective on
November 3, 1993. The purpose of the WTF Regulations is to
implement technical standards for the storage of waste tires at
WTFs and landfills that will conserve landfill capacity and
promote the safe storage of waste tires and to establish a
permitting system for WTFs.

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 42845 (a) states that any
person who stores, stockpiles, or accumulates waste tires at a
location for which a waste tire facility permit is required or in
violation of a WTF permit, or the statute or regulations
governing the permitting and storage of waste tires, shall, upon
order of the Board,; cleanup those waste.tires.or abate the
effects thereocf, or in the case of threatened pocllution or
nuisance, take other necessary remedial action.

PRC Section 4284G(a) allows the Board to expend available money
in the California Tire Recycling Management Fund. These moneys
can be spent tc perform any cleanup, abatement, or remedial work
required under the circumstances set forth in section 42845 which
in its judgment is required by the magnitude of endeavor or the
need for prompt action to prevent substantial pollution,
nuisance, or injury to the public health and safety.

IX. CEQA
Environmental Review Section staff find that this remediation

project should be exempt from CEQA review under a CEQA
Categorical Exemption, Class 8 (CCR Section 15308).

A
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X. ATTACHMENTS

i. Tri-County Tire Shredders Waste Tire Site, Tulare County
{(54-TI-0034)

2. Proposed Board Resolution 97 - 96

XI. APPROVALS

Prepared By: Gale Rehberg lk%yﬂk}ul4§r’ Phone: 255-3895

Reviewed By: Garth Adamsgt_ (—J Phone: 255-4063
. . 4&93
Reviewed By: Don Dier, Jr. Phone: 255-2453
Tt 3 .
Reviewed by: Dorothy Rice /- - R (&~ Phone: 255-2431
Legal Review: Kathryn Tobias ¢/iH/P’ ‘5/?ﬁ2£q i
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Artachment 1

Tri-County Tire Shredders
Tulare County

Site Description and Background: Approximately 2,200,000 waste
tires (whole and shreds) are stockpiled, uncovered, on this 9.8
acre property. Although this property is located in a rural-
agricultural portion of Tulare County, there are about 20 single
family residences within 1,000 feet of the site and four
residences adjacent at the site’s southern perimeter. The site
is owned by Mr. Roman Silva and was operated by Mary Lou and
William Sweet under the name of Tri-County Tire Shredders. 1In
November 1992, Tri-County Tire Shredders filed for a Special Use
Permit with the County of Tulare. the County Planning Commission
approved the Special Use Permit on August 25, 1993 for the use
of a waste tire recycling facility for collecting, sorting,
shredding, and granulating of waste tires. The Special Use
Permit was issued with various technical conditions which needed
to be complied with within 90 days. On December 3, 1993, the
County Planning Commission determined that Tri-County Tire
Shredders failed to comply with the conditions of the Special Use
Permit. The County immediately prohibited Tri-County Tire
Shredders from accepting any additional waste tires until a
followup compliance review was held in April 1994. O©On April 13,
1994, the County Planing Commission revoked the Special Use
Permit for failure to comply with the conditions of the Special
Use Permit.

In December 1994, Tri-County Tire Shredders filed Chapter 13 -
Bankruptcy. Tri-County has not removed any of the tires from
this site.

Location: 19048 Avenue 242, Exeter, California.

Site Priority: 1Illegal Waste Tire Site Priority 1

Owvmer: Roman Silva (Property Owner)
23157 Road 196
Lindsay, Ca 93247
Operator: Mary Lou and William Sweet

{Transporter/Tire- Owner)
Estimate of Remediatiom: §2,000,000

Permits: Tri-County Tire Shredders was issued a Special Use
Permit on August 25, 1933 by the County of Tulare. The County
revoked the Special Use Permit on April 13, 1994. Tri-County
Tire Shredders has never applied for a waste tire facility permit
with CIWMB.

K1y



Enforcement Actions:

CIWMB Letter of Violation dated June 23, 1994 for violations of .
Division 30 of the Public Resources Ceode (30 PRC) and Title 14,
California Code of Regulations (14 CCR): 30 PRC 42822, 30 PRC

42850, 14 CCR 17351, 14 CCR 17352, 14 CCR 17353, 14 CCR 17354,
14 CCR 18423. Both Mr. Sweet and Mr. Silva were requested to
submit a compliance schedule and removal plan. In August 1994,
Mr. Sweet filed a compliance schedule for the removal of the
waste tires and informed the CIWMB that the business was
relocating in Tulare County. ' In ARugust 1995, CIWMB issued a
Notice and Order. To date no tires have been removed from the
site. In January 1995 CIWMB referred Tri-County tire Shredders
to the Attorney General in response to the bankruptcy in pursuit
of cost recovery. In addition, CIWMB has filed an administrative
complaint in the amount of $400,000. After the bankruptcy issue
is resclved, the Attorney General will schedule a hearing with
the Office of Administrative Hearings.

N ®



Attachment 2
CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
RESOLUTION # 97 - 96

APPROVAL OF ONE SITE FOR REMEDIATION UNDER THE WASTE TIRE
STABILIZATION AND ABATEMENT PROGRAM

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC} section 42846
authorizes the Board to expend money from the California Tire
Recycling Management Fund to perform any cleanup, abatement, or
remedial work required to prevent substantial pollution,
nuisance, or injury to the public health or safety at waste tire
sites where responsible parties failed to take appropriate action
as ordered by the Board.

WHEREAS, the owner/operators of the following site have not
complied with either the Letter of Violations or the Clean Up and
hAbatement COrders issued by the Board:

Tri-County Tire Shredders Waste Tire Site 54-TI-0034

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board approves the
above site for immediate funding for remediation under the Waste
Tire Stabilization and Abatement Program. The Board directs
staff to implement remediation measures and to encumber the
funding for the cleanup of these sites and to consider cost
recovery pursuant to Section 42847 Public Resources Code.

CERTIFICATION
The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true andé correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on March 26, 1997.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director

"



CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 26, 1997

AGENDA ITEM i,

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF CERTIFICATION OF THE SHASTA COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DIVISION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AS THE LOCAL ENFORCEMENT AGENCY
FOR SHASTA AND TRINITY COUNTIES

I. SUMMARY :

The Shasta County Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) has applied to
the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB)for full
certification as the LEA for the contract LEA jurisdiction of
Shasta and Trinity Counties. Trinity County has contracted for
LEA services authorizing Shasta County LEA to assume the
responsibilities of the Local Enforcement Agency in Trinity
County for solid waste as allowed in law. The Shasta County
Department of Resource Management, Environmental Health Division
has been a certified LEA since July 1992 for Shasta County.
Trinity County designated the Trinity County Department of Health
and Human Services, Health Services Section to be the Enforcement
Agency (EA)for Trinity County. At this time Trinity does not have
an authorized LEA. The Trinity County EA has contracted with
Shasta County LEA to provide LEA services in Trinity as required
by law. Both agencies are requesting full Certification of the
Shasta County LER and approval of the contract jurisdiction.

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE (BOARD) ACTION:

At the time this item went to print, the March 1%, 1997
Permitting and Enforcement Committee meeting had not taken place.
The Permitting and Enforcement Committee and Board were apprised
of the Trinity County LEA's staffing deficiencies in January
1996; and the Board directed staff—-to notify the Trinity LEA of
the Board's intent to withdraw designation approval. In February
1996 Trinity County notified the Board of its intent to contract
for LEA services with Shasta County. CIWMB staff responded with a
March 15, 1996 letter to Trinity County which explained the
CIWMB's actions at its February 27, 1996 meeting and related

e
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CIWMB staff's intent to recommend recision of the CIWMB's notice
to withdraw its approval of the Trinity County LEA's designation.

On April 17, 19387 the Board voted to rescind the notification of
the Trinity County LEA of the CIWMB's intent to withdraw its
approval of the designation and to provide ongoing guidance to
the Shasta County LEA for submittal of the new EPP reflecting the
new contract jurisdiction. '

III. OPTIONS FOR THE COMMITTEE (BOARD):
The Board has the following options:

1. Approve the EPP, contract, and issue the requested
-certifications..

2. BApprove the EPP, contract and issue temporary LEA
certifications.

3. Disapprove the EPP and/or not issue the requested
certifications and appoint the Board as the enforcement
agency for the Trinity County jurisdiction. This option
would allow the Shasta County LEA to remain the LEA for
Shasta County under the existing CIWMB resolution.

4. Take no action. This option provides for no
certified and authorized enforcement agency in Trinity
County. The Board would need to perform the
enforcement agency duties in Trinity County.

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:
Board staff recommends option number 1.
V. ANALYSIS: T

Statute allows local governing bodies to designate an enforcement
agency to carry out solid waste permitting, inspection and
enforcement duties in their jurisdiction. Regulations require a
designated local agency to develop, submit for Board approval,
and adopt an Enforcement Program Plan (EPP) pursuant to statute.

5 . @
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The Board, after approval of the EPP, may issue certifications to
the designated enforcement agency per Title 14 California Code of
Regulations (14 CCR) Section 18071 for one or more of the
following types of duties and responsibilities:

"A": Permitting, inspection and enforcement of regulations
at solid waste disposal sites

"B": Permitting, inspection and enforcement of regulations
at scolid waste transformation facilities

"C": Permitting, inspection and enforcement of regulations
at solid waste transfer and processing stations,
materials recovery facilities, and composting
facilities '

"D": Inspections and enforcement of litter, odor, and
nuisance regulations at solid waste landfills

On February 26, 1996, representatives of Shasta and Trinity
Counties signed an addendum to a personal services agreement that
addressed solid waste LEA responsibilities. On March 6, 1996,
the Shasta County LEA provided documentation that demonstrated
their understanding of the requirements for forming a "contract
jurisdiction" for LEA program responsibilities in Shasta and
Trinity Counties. These two counties would form one jurisdiction
and utilize the technical expertise from Shasta County.

The Shasta County LEA is cﬁrrently fulfilling the requirements
for technical staff adequacy and the LEA duties as defined in the
existing EPP for Trinity County.

Board staff has reviewed the updated EPP from the Shasta and
Trinity County Boards of Supervisors requesting approval for the
Shasta County LEA (by contract) to be the local enforcement
agency for Shasta and Trinity Counties.

The documentation provided meets the general requirements of PRC
43200 - 43219 and 14 CCR 18010 - 18084. Board staff find that
the EPP, and the contract pursuant to 14 CCR 18072(b), are
complete and acceptable for the Board to consider the approval of
the EPP, issuance of the requested certifications, and approval
of the contract jurisdiction of Shasta and Trinity Counties.

420
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VI. ATTACHMENTS:

1. CIWMB resolution for approval the EPP, and issuance of
certifications for the Shasta County Local Enforcement
Agency for contract jurisdiction of Shasta County and
Trinity County. '

VII. APPROVALS:

ot
Prepared By: 1 5 Phone: 255-3848
o oy S Rl
Reviewed By: Mary T, Coyle/ Phope: 255-3849
. N I
Approved By: Rorothy Rice /- <« (e~ Phone: 255-2431

Legal Review: /MM/QS_DZW Phone: 255 2r25”
g
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ATTACHMENT 1
CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

RESOLUTION NO. 97-84
March 26, 1997

CONSIDERATION OF CERTIFICATION OF THE SHASTA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AS THE LOCAL
ENFORCEMENT AGENCY FOR SHASTA AND TRINITY COUNTIES

WHEREAS, the California Integrated Waste Management Act of
1989 allows local governing bodies to designate an enforcement agency
to carry out sclid waste permitting, inspection and enforcement duties
in their jurisdiction; and

WHEREAS, the County of Shasta and the County of Trinity,
pursuant to Title 14, California Code of Requlations, Section 18072,
have joined to provide for solid waste issues via a contract naming
the Shasta County LEA as the proposed Local Enforcement Agency for
Shasta and Trinity Counties; and

WHEREAS, the Board has now received a completed contract
defining the contract jurisdiction; and

WHEREAS, the California Integrated Waste Management Board
has received on January 3, 1997 and reviewed the Enforcement Program
Plan for the contract jurisdiction; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the Shasta County LEA has
demonstrated, via the Enforcement Program Plan for the contract
jurisdiction that it meets the requirements of Public Resources Code
Section 43200, et seq, and Title 14 California Code of Regulations
Section 18010 et seq;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, based on the foregoing
considerations, the California Integrated Waste Management Board
pursuant to Public Resources Code Division 30 Part 4, Chapter 2,
Article 1 approves the Enforcement Program Plan and designation and
issues certification types "A", "C" & "D" to the Shasta County
Department of Resource Management, Environmental Health Division as
the Local Enforcement Agency for the contract jurisdiction consisting
of Shasta and Trinity Counties.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full,
true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted at a
meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on
March 26, 1997,

Date:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 26, 1997

AGENDA ITEM A1

ITEM: Consideration of Designation Approval and Certification
of the Santa Barbara County Environmental Health
Services Division, Health Care Services Department as
the Local Enforcement Agency for Santa Barbara County

I. SUMMARY

Staff are presenting this item to update the Santa Barbara LEA
certification reflecting local organizational restructuring. The
LEA continues to comply with certlflcatlon requirements and its

" Enforcement Program Plan.

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE/BOARD ACTION

At the time this item went to print, the March 19, 1997
Permitting and Enforcement Committee meeting had not taken place.
On July 16, 1992, the Santa Barbara County Environmental Health
Services Department having met the requirements of PRC Section
43200, et seq; and Title 14 California Code of Regulations
Section 18010 et seq; had its designation and EPP approved, and
was issued certification types "A","B","C", and "D" by California
Integrated Waste Management Board Resolution No. 92-94.
Subsequently, the county underwent a reorganization which
resulted in the LEA (Environmental Health Services Division)
becoming part of the Agriculture and Envirconmental Management
Department. On October 27, 1994, the Board approved the LEA's
reorganization through resolution 94-146. Once again the county
has reorganized and staff are presenting the change.

ITI. OPTIONS FOR TEE COMMITTEE (BOARD:

The following options are identified for consideration:

1. Concur with the issuance of a resolution reflecting
the LEA re-organization.

2. Object to the issuance of a resolution reflecting

the LEA re-organization specifying reasons for
selecting this option and staff guidance.

13
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3. Take no action. This option would result in an LEA
which is not accurately reflected in its certification
resolution.

IV, STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The revised documents meet statutory and regulatory designation
and certification requirements. Therefore, option 1 is
recommended.

V. ANALYSIS:

In 1994, the Environmental Health Services Department was merged
with several other county departments to form the new Agriculture
and Environmental Management Department, ‘Environmental Health
Services Division. The LEA designation and certification update
was accomplished via Board Resolution 94-146. At this time,
similar Committee/Board action is required to reflect the latest
county re-organization. The Santa Barbara County Environmental
Health Services Division is now a division of the Santa Barbara
County Health Care Services Department. The name of the LEA is
"Environmental Health Services Division".

Board Staff received notification of the latest Santa Barbara
County LEA re-organization in January of this year. The
departmental re-organization and name change results in an
inaccurate description of the LEA in several documents including .
the Notice of Designation and related designation resolutions.
The LEA supplied locally revised documents which accurately
reflect the LEA designation. These documents were reviewed and
~accepted by Board staff as meeting designation and certification
requirements. The newly formed county department remains
separate and distinct from solid waste facility and disposal site
owners, operators, and county solid waste
operation/administration department(s). The LEA staff
organization remains intact.

Background o

The Public Resources Code (PRC) allows local governing bodies to

designate an enforcement agency to carry out sclid waste

permitting, inspection and enforcement duties in their

jurisdiction. Regulations require a designated local agency to

develop, submit for Board approval, and adopt an Enforcement

Program Plan (EPP) pursuant to statute. The Santa Barbara County

Local governing bodies exercised this option. On July 16, 1992,

the Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Services Department .
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having met the requirements of PRC Section 43200, et seq; and
Title 14 California Code of Regulations Section 18010 et seqg; had
its designation and EPP approved, and was issued certification
types "A","B","C", and "D" by California Integrated Waste
Management Board Resolution No. 92-94 as follows:

"A": Permitting, inspection and enforcement of regulations
at solid waste disposal sites

"B*": Permitting, inspection and enforcement of regulations
at solid waste transformation facilities

"C": Permitting, inspection and enforcement of regulations
at solid waste transfer and processing stations,
materials recovery facilities, and composting
facilities

"D": Inspections and enforcement of litter, odor, and
nuisance regulations.at solid waste landfills

VI. ATTACHMENTS:

1. - CIWMB resolution reflecting the LEA departmental re-
- organization County of Santa Barbara.

VII. APPROVALS:

Prepared by:_Gabe Aboushanab. Phone: 255-3854

. DT i Yk
Reviewed by:_Mary Covlie/H. Thomas Unsell Phone: 255-2298
Approved by: Dorothy Riceréz /ﬁ’CL,‘ Phone: 255-2285

Legal Review: //M’MMW%M Phone: 259 25
ae) T
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
RESOLUTION NO. 97-87

March 26, 1997

Resolution approving the Enforcement Program Plan, issuing the
requested certifications and approving the designation of the Santa
Barbara County Health Care Services Department, Environmental
Health Services Division as the Local Enforcement Agency for the
County of Santa Barbara.

WHEREAS, the California Integrated Waste Management Act
of 1989 allows local governing bodies to designate an enforcement
agency to carry out solid waste permitting, inspection and
enforcement duties in their jurisdiction; and

WHEREAS, the Santa Barbara County Environmental Services
Department met the requirements of Public Resources Code Division
30 rPart 4, Chapter 2, Article 1, and Title 14 California Code of
Regulations Division 7, Chapter 5, Articles 1.0 -.2.2, and had its
Enforcement Program Plan and designation approved, and was issued
certification types "A","B","C" and "D" by California Integrated
Waste Management Board Resolution No. 92-94 thus becoming the Local
Enforcement Agency for Santa Barbara County and all its
incorporated cities; and

WHEREAS, subsequent to local re-organization, the Board
finds that the Santa Barbara County Health Care Services
Department, Environmental Health Services Division continues to
meet the regquirements of Public Resources Code Division 30 Part 4,
Chapter 2, Article 1 and Title 14 California Code of Regulations
Division 7, Chapter 5, Articles 1.0 - 2.2;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, based on the foregoing
considerations, the California Integrated Waste Management Board
pursuant to Public Resources Code Division 30 Part 4, Chapter 2,
Article 1 approves the Enforcement Program Plan and designation and
issues certification types "A","B","C" and "D" to the Santa Barbara
County Health Care Services Department, Environmental Health
Services Division as the Local Enforcement Agency for Santa Barbara
County and all its incorporated cities.

3



CERTIFICATION
(Resolution 97-87) .

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a
full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management
Board held on March 26, 1997.

Date:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director
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AGENDA ITEM 48

ITEM: Consideration to Revise the Designation Approval and
Certification of the Inyo County Department of
Environmental Health Services as the Local Enforcement
Agency for Inyo County to a Probationary Status

I. SUMMARY

This item is presented as a result of the nine month monitoring
of the Inyo County Local Enforcement Agency’s (LEA) evaluation
workplan. Several workplan tasks remain outstanding. Therefore,
pursuant to the LEA Evaluation Procedure, an Administrative
Conference was held on January 17, 1997. The conference provided
the LEA, the Permitting and Enforcement Division Deputy Director,
and Board staff a forum to discuss and assess LER workplan
compliance issues.

Inyo County'’s approved jurisdictional compliance proposal for
meeting permitting reguirements and state minimum standards at
its solid waste facilities (where outstanding, see background
under “"V") spans five years. The facts that: 1) proposal
compliance has faltered barely one year into the plan
implementation; and 2} the LEA has not effectively enforced
compliance, compel staff to bring this item before the Board.
This item outlines the jurisdictional compliance status, possible
Board options, and staff recommendations.

II. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE/BOARD ACTION

At the time this item went to print, the March 19, 1997
Permitting and Enforcement Committee meeting had not taken place.
There is no previous Committee or Board action specific to the
Inyo County LEA evaluation or subsequent evaluation workplan.
However, at the April, 1994 Committee and Board meetings, the
Committee and Board accepted with no re-direction the "LEA
Evaluation Procedure Implementation Manual", and its
implementation was initiated. The Manual establishes the process
for evaluations and identifies that if LEA program issues are
found, LEAs shall prepare corrective action workplans and/or
attend an administrative conference. It also establishes the
possibility that a Committee and Board agenda item may be
prepared to consider options available to the Board. All of the
evaluation procedure options are as authorized by the Public
Resources Code or Title 14 regulations adopted thereof.

g
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III. OPTIONS FOR THE COMMITTEE (BOARD):

Pursuant to PRC Sections 43214, 42215, 43216.5, and the
LEA evaluation procedure, the Beoard has the following options:

Option 1- If the lack of LEA performance has contributed to
significant non-compliance with state minimum standards
at s0lid waste facilities, the Board shall withdraw its
approval of designation (43214(c)).

Option 2- If the Board finds that conditions at solid waste
facilities threaten public health and safety or the
environment, the Board shall, within 10 days of
notifying the LEA, become the enforcement agency until
another local agency is designated and certified
(43214 (c} ).

The findings to support options 1 and 2 have not been made.

Option 3- If the Board finds the LEA is not fulfilling its
responsibilities, it shall notify the LEA of the
particular reasons and of the Board‘s intention to
withdraw its approval of the designation if, within no
less than 30 days, the LEA does not take the corrective
action specified by the Board (43215).

The above option was in essence exercised during the evaluation
process. The LEA provided an evaluation workplan as required.

Option 4- The Board may take any actions it determines to be
necessary to ensure LEAs fulfill their obligations
(43216.5)

The above option is appropriate for consideration.

Option 5- The Board may conduct more frequent inspections and
evaluations (43216.5)

The above option has already identified the issues during the LEA
evaluation. More frequent inspections would only confirm those
Issues already identified.

Option 6- The Board may establish a schedule and pfobationary
period for improved LEA performance (43216.5)

The above option is appropriate for consideration.

ey



California Integrated Waste management Board Item #4&
March 26, 1997 Page 3

Option 7- The Board may assume partial responsibility for
specified LEA duties (43216.5).

While appropriate for consideration, the above option would
essentially revise the LEA certification to a "partial status".
This would result in the Board’s EA Section staff assuming
resolution of outstanding issues for enforcement. The related
costs would be billed to the jurisdiction.

Option 8- The Board may implement any other measures which it
determines to be necessary to improve LEA compliance
(43216.5)

The above option is appropriate for consideration.
For options (4) and (8) the Board can:
1) mandate specific LEA actions for outstanding issues.

2) mandate specific LEA actions which if not met result in a
specific Board action(s).

3} Fully decertify the LEA and withdraw its designation
approval. This option would result in the Board’'s EA Section
staff assuming LEA duties for Inyo County. The related costs
would be billed to the jurisdiction.

4) Recommend withholding the Enforcement Assistance Grant
disbursal until the Jurisdictional Compliance Proposal (JCP) is
on track. Disbursement of the grant monies could become
guarterly instead of at once, while linked to acceptable JCP
progress.

5) For any landfills which are on the State list of non-
complying facilities or the State list of facilities having
significant change, the Board may direct the LEA to
revoke/suspend the permit(s) until regulatory requirements are
met .

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Having considered all the options available to the Board and the
analysis below, staff recommend a combination of options six (6)
and seven (7). This combination would include: 1} revising the
LEA's designation approval and certification to a probationary
status for the duration of this evaluation cycle which was
initiated in May, 1995 and ends in May, 1998; and 2) placing the
LEA on notice that failure to exercise the enforcement options
identified in its enforcement orders, or any other effective
measures, issued pursuant to the LEA evaluation workplan will

W
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result in CIWMB assumption of the agency’s enforcement duties to
assure appropriate enforcement actions are taken within Inyo
County as determined by the CIWMB.

v. ANALYSIS:

Essentially, the LEA has not exercised the enforcement options
identified in its enforcement orders, or any other effective
measures, when the county operator failed to meet several tasks
stipulated in the jurisdictional compliance proposal. Attachment
(1) provides tables containing compliance tasks, their schedule,
status, and re-establishes due dates (within the existing plan
timeframe) for outstanding tasks. Additionally, the LEA is
updating appropriate enforcement orders to reflect the re-
established schedules. )

Findings

PRC Sections 43215, 43216, 43216.5, 43219, and 43220 outline
Board actions when an LEA is not fulfilling its responsibilities.

This staff finding has been made through: 1) the Inyo
County LEA Evaluation, and 2) the evaluation workplan

meonitoring. 9

Staff carefully considered the options in section III above in
conjunction with the current LEA performance issues, and the
following Board goals and policies:

¢ Strong local government -invelvement- in solid waste-- - -
management is desirable for California.
) Direct state enforcement and regulation of solid waste

management is not desirable, except where there is no LEA or
where there is significant poor LEA performance.

° Enforcement agencies, to be effective, must have adequate
autonomy from local politics.
] Conflicts of interest between solid waste regulatory

responsibilities and the operation of solid waste handling
and disposal facilities is unacceptable.

] A comprehensive LEA program is desirable within a local
government jurisdiction. The program must include
inspection, enforcement, and permitting as appropriate for
active, closed, illegal, abandoned, exempt, and planned
facilities.

° LEA staff should have the education and technical expertise
to make engineering, public health, environmental health,
and financial decisions.

. Local agencies designated to be approved and certified by
the Board must have adequate training, equipment, personnel,
technical expertise, legal assistance, and budget to be .
Al
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effective.
® LEAs must be accountable for their performance. The Board

assures this through its LEA program.

Therefore considering: 1) the above Board goals and policies; 2)
the LEA’‘s positive cooperation; and 3)due process; staff _
recommend providing the local governing body a final opportunity
to support the Board in achieving the above goals. This would be
through the Board’s: 1) revising the LEA’'s designation approval
and certification to a probationary status for the duration of
this evaluation cycle which was initiated in May, 1995 and ends
in May, 1998; and 2) placing the LEA on notice that failure to
exercise the enforcement options identified in its enforcement
orders, or any other effective measures, issued pursuant to the
LEA evaluation workplan will result in CIWMB assumption of the
agency’s enforcement duties to assure appropriate enforcement
actions are taken within Inyo County as determined by the CIWMB.

Background

Historically, CIWMB inspections of Inyo County'’s solid waste
facilities have consistently revealed instances of ongoing
violations of state minimum standards, permit terms and
conditions, and several unpermitted facilities. For years,
Enforcement Branch inspection reports and related correspondence
to the LEA have advised, suggested, or required some form of LEA
-enforcement action. Currently, all county landfills are on the
State list of non-complying facilities (the inventory).

Subsequent to meeting certification requirements (including
technical expertise and budget resources) and being certified by
the CIWMB in July, 1992, the LEA became poised to effect positive
changes in the jurisdictional compliance status. Furthermore,
since 1992, the CIWMB has conducted numerous training seminars
focused on inspections, enforcement, permitting, closure, and
CEQA compliance. Most of the training was attended by Inyo
County LEA staff. The level of staff knowledge and expertise
within this LEA is impressive and therefore inconsistent with the
achieved results.

In 1994, a staff review of statewide enforcement orders revealed
a number of Inyo County LEA enforcement orders had lapsed or were
extended repeatedly without facility compliance. The CIWME,
recognizing the seriousness of Inyo’s jurisdictional compliance
status, contacted the LEA in June of 1994 and made it aware of
issues jeopardizing its certification. The LEA was directed to
review the status of its existing enforcement orders implementing
any penalties for non-compliance as identified. The LEA
responded by requesting the P&E Division Deputy Director and LEA
Branch Manager attend an LEA sponsored workshop for the local.
governing body (Board of Supervisors).

e
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In July, 1994 the LEA Branch Manager and LEA Section Supervisor
traveled to Inyo County and participated in the workshop. The
workshop outlined the jurisdictional compliance status, explained
the CIWMB position on compliance, and outlined the costs
associated with the CIWMB becoming the enforcement agency.

During the discussion, all jurisdictional solid waste issues were
placed on the table. The Local Governing Body committed to
having a workable and effective LEA with financial resources
available to accomplish the job. Facilities, their project
priorities, and an accomplishment matrix were discussed. The
extent of financial commitment necessary for compliance, after so
many years, was difficult if not impossible for the jurisdiction
to meet short term. Therefore, attending Board staff
conditionally agreed to consider reviewing a schedule addressing
CIWMB, Regional Water Quality Control Board, and Inyoc County
compliance issues.

The LEA picked up where the workshop left off with an innovative
approach to jurisdictional compliance. The agency held several
meetings intended to resolve local site compliance issues. These
meetings involved the county operator, the RWQCB, the CIWMB, and
the local governing body. As a result, the operator’s consultant
(Vector Engineering, Inc.) submitted an initial compliance
proposal in September of 1994. Several revisions followed
extensive reviews and comments by all the participants. The
"Five Year Integrated Waste Management Implementation and
Compliance Schedule for The County of Inyo, California" was
finalized in September of 1995, a year later. It was also
brought before the Inyo County Board of Supervisors for final
approval and commitment as it entailed financial -elements in
order to be accomplished. ’

The five year schedule became known as the jurisdictional
compliance proposal (JCP). It outlines tasks and budget
allocations for a period of five years beginning with the 1995/96
fiscal year. It addresses permit and closure issues for the
Bishop-Sunland, Independence, Lone Pine, Shoshone, Tecopa,
Sawmill, and Keeler solid waste facilities. The jurisdictional
compliance proposal was integrated into the LEA Evaluation
Workplan and approved by the CIWMB for implementation on November
B, 1995.

VI. ATTACHMENTS:

1. Evaluation workplan tables reflecting accomplished tasks and
re-establishing due dates for outstanding tasks which must
be met to avoid further Board action on LEA performance
issues.

2. A CIWMB Resolution 97-86.
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VII. APPROVALS:

Prepared by:_Gabe Aboushanab Phone: 255-3854
- AAN Sﬂ( i+
Reviewed by:_Mary Coé&e[ﬂ. Thomas Unsell Phone: 255-2298
_’\ . .
Approved by: Dorothy Rice [} ff'.(ﬁ., 3/!f/"&'7 Phone: 255-2285

Legal Review: /@Cﬂ”\a %”D’l"’&u«/‘f Phone : 255 2825~
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Bishop Sunland Solid Waste Site

(amended 2/97)
Compliance Compieted by Compieted by Completed Campileted
accomplished | December 31, 1895 | March 31, 1996 by June 30, beyond the 9
14-AA-0005 by: (3 month) (6 month) 1996 (9 months
Co month)

PSR Notice and August 30, 1995

Order 95-01 Completed
RDSI Notice and August 30, 1995

Order 95-01 Completed
Security Notice and Decesmber 29, 1995

Order §5-01 tn and Out
Daily cover Netice and December 29, 1995

Order 85-01 In and Qut
Hazrardous Waste Notice and Decamber 29, 1985
Screening Order 95-01 Compieted
Expiosive Gas Notice and December 29, 1995
Manitoring Plan Order 95-01 Completed
Implement gas Notice and July 31, 1886
monitoring plan Qrder 95-01 completed 8/96
Closure Pians Notice and February 1, 1968

Order 95-01 Compileted
Finandial assurance Notice and January 31, 1885

Crder 95-01
CEQA Netice and July 1. 1986

Order §5-01 completed 12/96
SWFP revision Nctica and August 15, 1996
application Order 95-01 completed

: 171097
Operating liability Notice and August 15, 1896
) Order 95-01 Completed

Propased Revised LEA
SWFP

October 15, 1996
ge to
5/30/97




February 4, 1997

Page «
Lone Pine Landfill
(amended 2/97)
Compliance Compieted by Completed by Compileted by Completed beyond
accompiished December 31, 1995 (3 | March 31, 1986 June 30, 1996 | the § months
14-AA-0003 by. month) (6 manth) (9 manth}

RDSI Notice and March 1, 1966

Order 95-01 Caompieted
Secumnty Netice and Juty 31, 1996

Order 95-01 PChange to 5/6/97
Daily cover Notica and June 28, 1996

Order 95-01 ge 1o

: 6/1/97
Hazardous Waste Notice and December 25, 1685
Screening Orcter 95-01 Compieted
Expiosive Gas Monitaring | Notice and December 29, 1995
Plan Order 95-01 Compieted
Impiement gas Notce and July 31, 19896
meontoang plan Qrder 85-01 compieted 8/96
Ciosure Plans Notice and July 31, 1895

Qrger 95-01 Compieted
Financat assurance Notice and January 31, 1895

Order 85.01
Cz2A Notice and Juty 1, 1886
Submitted for circulgtion | Order 95-01 Y Change to 71397
SWFP revision Naotice and August 15, 1996
appuicaton Crder 95.01 completed 1/10/97
Operating liabdity Netice and August 15, 1986

Crder 9501 Completed
Litter Control Notice and - 7 ) " August 1, 1996 "

Crder 95-02 Change to 6/1/97
Site Attendant Notice and July 31, 1996

Order 95-02 Change to 6/1/97
Proposed Revisad LEA Qcrobar 15, 1996
SWFP Change to

773097

Ho




Attachment 2
CALIFORNIA-I&TEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
| RESQLUTION NO. $7-86
March 26, 1997

Resoclution revising the designation approval and certification of
the Inyoc County Division of Environmental Health Services as the
Local Enforcement Agency for Inyo County to a probationary
status, and conditionally approving CIWMB assumption of LEA
enforcement responsibilities.

WHEREAS, the California Integrated Waste Management Act
of 1989 allows local governing bodies to designate an enforcement
agency to carry out solid waste permitting, inspection and
enforcement duties in their jurisdiction; and

WHEREAS, the Inyo County Board of Supervisors and the
majority of the City Councils with the majority of the
incorporated population of the designated jurisdiction have
designated the above local agency and requested Board approval of
their designation; and

WHEREAS, based on the foregoing considerations and
Resolution 92-64, the California Integrated Waste Management
Board, pursuant to Public Resources Code Division 30 Part 4,
Chapter 2, Article 1, previously approved the Enforcement Program
Plan and designation and issued certification types "A","B","C"
and "D" to the Inyo County Division of Environmental Health
Services as the Local Enforcement Agency for Inyo County and all
its incorporated cities; and

WHEREAS, the LEA evaluation results found the Inyo
County Division of Environmental Health Services not to be
fulfilling all its responsibilities and required the development,
approval, and implementation of an evaluation workplan addressing
the LEA‘s program implementation issues; and

WHEREAS, the evaluation workplan monitoring results
reveal incomplete fulfillment of the workplan stipulations
committed to by the Inyo County Division of Environmental Health
Services;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, based on the foregoing
considerations, the California Integrated Waste Management Board,
pursuant to Public Resources Code Division 30 Part 4, Chapter 2,
Article 1, Section 43216.5 hereby revises the designation
approval and certification of the Inyo County Division of
Environmental Health Services as the Local Enforcement Agency for
Inyo County to a probationary status for the duration of this
evaluation cycle which was initiated in May, 1995 and ends in
May, 1998;

K



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, based on the
foregoing considerations, the California Integrated Waste
Management Board, pursuant to Public Resources Code Division 30 .
Part 4, Chapter 2, Article 1, Section 43216.5, hereby places the
Inyo County Division of Environmental Health Services as the
Local Enforcement Agency for Inyo County on notice that failure
to exercise the enforcement options identified in its enforcement
orders, or any other effective measures, issued pursuant to the
LEA evaluation workplan will result in CIWMB assumption of the
agency’s enforcement duties to assure appropriate enforcement
actions are taken within Inyo County as determined by the CIWMB.

CERTIFICATION
Resolution # 97-86

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true and correct copy of a resclution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on March 26, 1997.

Date:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director

M8



CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Board Meeting
March 26, 1997

AGENDA ITEM u4Q

ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF AN UPDATE TO THE SCHEDULE FOR PLACEMENT
OF OPERATIONS/FACILITIES INTO REGULATORY TIERS AND
DEVELOPMENT OF MINIMUM  STANDARDS

I. COMMITTEE ACTION

This item was prepared prior to the March Permitting and
Enforcement Committee meeting. Staff will provide an update on the
Committee's action at the Board meeting.

II. SUMMARY

This agenda item presents proposed updates to the Schedule for
Placement of Operations/Facilities into Regulatory Tiers and
Development of Minimum Standards (Schedule).

As staff complete the regulatory packages associated with the
classes or types of operations/facilities on the Schedule, it is
necessary to update the Schedule. Priorities also change
necessitating movement of classes of operations/facilities sooner
or later in the Schedule. We also experience variances in staff
resources requiring modification of previously scheduled timelines.

Staff will continue to bring updates of the Schedule to the
Permitting and Enforcement Committee and the Board annually for
approval.

III. BACKGROUND

On March 29, 1995, the Board approved the General Methodeology for
the placement of solid waste facilities and operations into the
regulatory tier structure. The General Methodology is a five step
process that uses environmental indicators to evaluate the
potential impacts that an operation/facility. may pose to public
health, safety, and the environment.

After the Board determines that it has authority to regulate a
particular class or type of operation/facility, the first step is
to define the class or type of operation/facility based on critical
factors (e.g., the nature of the material handled, the handling
methods used, the quantity of material, and locational
considerations). The second step is to identify environmental
indicators (e.g., gas, noise, airborne particles, general safety)
whose thresholds would be exceeded by the operation/facility and
determine if the CIWMB is the appropriate regulator. The third
step is to identify types of mitigation activities for each
environmental indicator identified. The fourth step is to
determine the level of CIWMB review and oversight needed to achieve
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those mitigation measures and to match that level of review and
oversight to the appropriate regulatory tier. Finally, the fifth
step is to develop State Minimum Standards that define the classes
or types of operations/facilities and the mitigation activities
necessary to ensure safe operation of those operations/facilities.

IV. PREVIOUS COMMITTEE/BOARD ACTION

The CIWMB approved the first Schedule in January 1995 and an update
to the Schedule in January 1996. The Permitting and Enforcement
Committee postponed action on a revised Schedule in January 1997 to
allow time for staff to assess what impact, if any, the California
Department of Food and Agriculture's (CDFA) interest in regulating
the land application of ash would have on the Schedule. CDFA's
interest could have a profound effect on the CIWMB's Biosclids
regulatory package, which was tentatively scheduled to begin in May
1997.

Two other classes or types of operations/facilities tentatively
scheduled to begin shortly are Organics (green material not
composted; woody material not composted) and
Construction/Demolition/Inerts. These classes comprise a
significant percentage of the total wastestream. Regulation of
these classes could have a profound effect on waste diversion.
Members of the Permitting and Enforcement Committee also expressed
interest in considering priority for theses classes, if it would
not compromise public health and safety.

The Permitting and Enforcement Committee directed staff to bring
the Schedule back to the Committee for consideration in March 1997.

V. ANALYSIS

The attached Schedule is essentially unchanged from January 1997.
Staff received no strong sentiment persuading us to make a change.
Feedback from the January series of LEA Roundtables gave some
support for keeping Biosolids where it is. The CDFA is moving
forward with their review of non-hazardous ash land application.
This review may also impact other waste/material types, including
biosolids. However, it is very likely that the CIWMB will have
other, public health related issues to address that the CDFA cannot
address. These issues will become apparent when biosolids are
taken through the General Methodology.

VvI. OPTIONS

1. Approve the attached Schedule;
2. Modify the attached Schedule; or
3. Request additional information to further evaluate Schedule.

VII. RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommend the Committee approve the attached Schedule and
recommend its approval by the CIWMB.
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VIII. ATTACHMENT
1. Schedule for Placement of Operations/Facilities into
Regulatory Tiers and Development of Minimum Standards (March
1997) . :
IX. APPROVALS /
2. 2lile7
Prepared By: Robert Holmes Phone: 255-3856
_ S Adolicicego e Y7177
Reviewed By: H. Thomas Unsell Phone: 255-2298
Fa IS
Reviewed By: Dorothy Rice ﬁj.[iyii_4L_Phone: 255-2431

Legal Review: ﬁﬁtﬁi~3b,g¥i}rﬁbé/w* Date/Time: %f/2/55?L
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SCHEDULE FOR PLACEMENT OF OPERATIOwS/FACILITIES INTO REGULATORY TIER®AND

DEVELOPMENT OF MINIMUM STANDARDS (MARCH 1997)
DRAFT

Operation/Facility

Task

Start Date*

MRFs and Transfer
Stations that Handle
Mixed Solid Waste, and
Recyclers

WO

o

CIWMB staff apply General Methodology and use the previous LEA and interested parties suggestions to initially slot
operations and facilities into the regulatory tier structure,

Staff conduct site visits and have preliminary discussions with industry and LEAs.

Staff develop draft informal regulations for MRFs and TSs that accept municipal solid waste (includes slotting and
state minimum standards), and Recyclers (in/out regulations)

October 1996 -
January 1997

Route drafl regulations to workgroup (CIWMB staff and LEAs) regarding application of the general methodology and | February 1997
the appropriate slotting and state minimum standards for the MRFs and Transfer Stations that handle municipal solid -
waste, and the in/out regulations for Recyclers.

Staff revise draft regulations where appropriate to reflect the workgroup comments. March 1997

Route draft regulations to LEAs and interested parties.

April/May 1997

Informal workshops with LEAs and interested parties to discuss the draft regulations proposed by CIWMB staff

June/July 1997

Staff revise draft regulations where appropriate to reflect public comment,

August 1997

Staff work with legal office regarding environment indicators associated with the proposed regulations and to identify
any authority issues using input from prior steps

September 1997

Agenda item to P&E Committee to update the Committee on the progress of draft regulations for the MRFs, TS, and
Recyclers and obtain further direction from the Committee.

October 1997

Staff revise draft regulations based on the PZE Committee direction,

November 1997

Consideration item to P&E Committee for approval to begin formal rulemaking process

December 1997

Begin formal Office of Administrative Law process - (Rulemaking file: Public Notice, ISORs, and Fiscal Impact
Statement}

February 1998

Begin CEQA analysis February 1998
Respond to comments March/April 1998
Formal public hearing held after 45- day comment period May 1998
Consideration by P&E Committee of final proposed regulations May 1998

Begin 15-day public comment period (if needed) May 1998
Respond to comments (if needed) May/June 1998
Consideration by P&E Committee and CIWMB of final proposed regulations and CEQA document June 1998
Complete the rulemaking file July 1998

Legal review/approval

August 1998

Fiscal and economic impact statement reviewed and approved by Department of Finance and Cal/EPA

September 1998

ates are approximate and subject to change.




SCHEDULE FOR PLACEMENT OF OPERATIONS/FACILITIES INTO REGULATORY TIERS AND

Z

DEVELOPMENT OF MINIMUM STANDARDS (MARCH 1997)
DRAFT

Regulations submitted to OAL for approval October 1998
Biosolids Informal workshops regarding CIWMB authority, application of the General Methodology and the appropriate slotting | May 1997
Site visits and preliminary discussions with industry, other regulators, environmental groups, etc. June 1997
CIWMB staff work with Legal Office to identify CIWMB authority and environmental indicators associated with the July 1997
proposed operations/facilities using input from prior steps
Agenda item to P&E Committee and CIWMB to determine authority August 1997
CIWMB staff apply General Methodology and initially slot operations/facilities and develop draft informal regulations } September 1997
{including slotting regulations and State Minimum Standards)
Route draft regulations for in-house and outhouse review October 1997
Informal workshops with LEAs, the regulated community, and interested parties to discuss the drafi regulations Nov./Dec. 1997
Staff revise draft reguiations where appropriate to reflect public comment January 1998
Consideration item to P&E Committee for approval tc begin formal rulemaking process March 1998
Begin formal Office of Administrative Law process - (Rulemaking File: Public Notice, ISORs, Fiscal Impact June 1998
Statement)
Begin CEQA analysis June 1998
Formal public hearing held after 45-day comment period August 1998
Respond to comments Aug /Sep. 1998
Consideration by P&E Committee of final proposed regulations "October 1998
Begin 15-day public comment period (if needed) October 1998
Consideration by P&E Committee and CIWMB of final proposed regulations and CEQA document November 1998
Finish rulemaking file December 1998
Legal review/approval January 1999
Regulations reviewed and approved by Department of Finance January 1999
Regulations submitted to OAL for approval February 1999
Organics Informal workshops regarding CIWMB authority, application of the General Methodology and the appropriate slotting  July 1997
{green material-not
composted: woody
material-not composted)
Site visits and preliminary discussions with industry, other regulators, environmental groups, etc. August 1997

* Dates are approXimate and subject to change.
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SCi.¢DULE FOR PLACEMENT OF OPERATIO.3/FACILITIES INTO REGULATORY TIERu.AND

DEVELOPMENT OF MINIMUM STANDARDS (MARCH 1997)
DRAFT

CIWMB staff work with Legal Office to identify CIWMB authority and environmental indicators associated with the
proposed operations/facilities using input from prior steps

September 1997

Agenda item to P&E Committee and CIWMB to determine authority

Qctober 1997

CIWMB staff apply General Methodology and initially slot operations/facilities and develop draft informal regulations
(including slotting regulations and State Minimum Standards)

November 1997

Route draft regulations for in-house and outhouse review

December 1997

Informal workshops with LEAs, the regulated community, and interested parties to discuss the draft regulations january 1998
Staff revise draft regulations where appropriate to reflect public comment February 1998
Consideration item to P&ZE Committee for approval to begin formal rulemaking process April 1998
Begin formal Office of Administrative Law process - {Rulemaking File: Public Notice, ISORs, Fiscal Impact May 1998
Statement)

Begin CEQA analysis May 1998
Respond to comments May 1998
Formal public hearing held afier 45- day comment period July 1998
Consideration by P&E Committee of final proposed regulations . July 1998
Begin 15-day public comment period (if needed) July 1998

Consideration by P&E Committee and CIWMB of final proposed regulations and CEQA document

August 1998

Finish rulemaking file

‘September 1998

Legal review/approval

October 1998

Inerts

£
-C>

Regulations reviewed and approved by Department of Finance November 1998
Reguiations submitted to OAL for approval ' December 1998
Construction/Demolition/ | Informal workshops regarding CIWMB authority, application of the General Methodology and the appropriate slotting [ October 1997

Site visits and preliminary discussions with industry, other regulators, environmental groups, etc.

November 1997

CIWMB staff work with Legal Office to identify CIWMB authority and environmental md:calors associated with the
proposed operations/facilities using input from prior steps

December 1997

Agenda item to P&E Committee and CIWMB to determine authority

January 1998

CIWMB staff apply General Methodology and initially slot operations/facilities and develop draft informal regulations
(including slotting regulations and State Minimum Standards)

February 1998

Route drafl regulations for in-house and outhouse review

March 1998

* Dates are approximate and subject to change




SCHEDULE FOR PLACEMENT OF OPERATIONS/FACILITIES INTO REGULATéRY TIER‘S AND
DEVELOPMENT OF MINIMUM STANDARDS (MARCH 1997)

& - | DRAFT
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1 -
Informal workshops with LEAs, the regulated community, and interested parties to discuss the draft regulations March 1998
Staff revise draft regulations where appropriate to reflect public comment : April 1998
Consideration item to P&E Committee for approval to begin formal rulemaking process May 1998
Begin formal Office of Administrative. Law process - (Rulemaking File: Public Notice, ISORs, Fiscal Impact June 1998
Statement) f :
Begin CEQA analysis ‘ June 1998
Respond to comments June 1998
Formal public hearing held after 45-day comment period August 1998
Consideration by P&E Committee of final proposed regulations August 1998
Begin 15-day public comment period (if needed) 7 August 1998
Consideration by P&E Committee and CIWMB of final proposed regulations and CEQA document September 1998
Finish rulemaking file ‘ October 1998
Legal review/approval , November 1998
Regulations reviewed and approved by Department of Finance December 1998
Regulations submitted to OAL for approval ’ January 1999
Landfills : ; fanuary 1998
(including monofills) .
Liquids : April 1998
(car wash prits, ' -
manufacturing effluent, X
other non-haz. liquids) ! _
Other Sludges : July 1998
{grease trap pumpings, !
non-haz. tank bottoms)
Muds ! October 1998
{geothermal, dredgings,
drilling mud sumps) ,
; : : : January 1999

* Dates are approximate and subject to change.
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